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EXECUTI VE SUMVARY
| nt roducti on

The Executive Summary summarizes the results of the EPA' s
review of the Mssouri Air Pollution Control Program ( APCP)
conducted in July 2000. This summary and the report are divided
into five chapters: Planning, Permtting, Conpliance and
Enf orcenent, Asbestos, and Monitoring.

Pl anni ng

This section of the review covers regul atory devel opnent,
em ssions inventory, grants and work plan managenent, regional
and | ocal agency coordination, training, nodeling, and the
smal | busi ness assi stance program

Regul at ory Devel opnent - The APCP has a very invol ved and
| engt hy rul emaki ng process, which requires significant staff
resources to support. The Pl anning Section has devel oped a
Rul emaki ng Manual which provides all necessary information for a
rule witer to successfully draft, propose, and finalize a new or
revised rule, as well as to submt it to the EPA for State
| mpl ementation Plan (SIP) approval. Since the devel opnent of
this manual about five years ago, there has been a significant
i nprovenent in the quality and tineliness of rule actions and SIP
subm ttals.

The rul e process has a nunber of state statutory and
admnistrative tinme l[ines which nust be net for a rule to be
successful ly adopted by the M ssouri Air Conservation Comm ssion
(MACC). Cenerally, arule requires a mninmumof ten nonths to
get through the system The APCP staff have very little ability
to mnimze this time frame. G ven the very |arge nunber of
rul emaki ng acti ons each year and the involved and conplicated
process, the Planning Section staff are to be highly commended
for their efforts in this area.

Em ssion Inventory - The APCP conducts an extensive em ssion
inventory each year. The staff tinely submt the information to
t he national data system However, two critical problem areas
were identified which need to be addressed. The information
collected fromindustry does not distinguish em ssion rel ease
poi nt types (such as stacks versus fugitive em ssions.) Thus,
not all data fields in the national data base could be conpl et ed.
Secondly, facilities are permtted to withhold certain process
description codes as trade secret. No other state protects this
particular information. Thus, these two deficiencies result in



the M ssouri source information in the national database being
i nconplete. The emi ssion inventory fornms should be revised
appropriately to require all necessary information.

The new state system MEIS, is exceptional. The final
product will be powerful and should hel p reduce the workl oad of
staff and mnim ze data entry errors. Sources are expected to be
able to enter information directly into the systemvia the Wrld
Wde Wb (WWN by the summer of 2002. The staff are gaining
val uabl e expertise by conducting the first toxic nonpoint source
inventory in the region in connection with the St. Louis
Community Air Project. Additional expertise has been devel oped
as aresult of the NQ SIP call. Wth the exceptions noted
above, the Em ssion Inventory Unit does an excellent job
conducting and mai ntaining the annual em ssions inventory, and is
to be commended for planning for the future by inplenenting the
MoEI S and utilizing the WAV capabilities.

Grants and Wirk Pl an Managenent - The MDNR and APCP have a
wel | -defined process for establishing environnental goals and
priorities and for identifying objective nmeasures and outputs
which lead to strategies and work plan conmtments. The MDNR and
EPA staff work together to identify nutual environnental goals
whi ch are incorporated into the Performance Partnership
Agreenment. The Adm nistration Section accurately tracks funding
mechani sms and accounts for charges to Title V and Federal grant
accounts.

Regi onal and Local Agency Coordination - The APCP
effectively coordinates and communi cates with the regional and
| ocal agency offices through the use of an annual work plan
agreenent, by providing training opportunities, by nonthly and
quarterly calls and neetings, and by conducting program audits.
These agencies in turn support the m ssion of the APCP by being
the primary contact of the MDNR with the public, and by
conducting inspections and responding to citizen conplaints. The
rel ati onshi p between the “headquarters” and “field” offices seens
to be synbiotic and nutually beneficial.

Training - The APCP includes in its staff budget an anount
for individual staff training each year. Each staff nenber has a
training plan in his/her performance appraisal planning docunent.
Training funded with Federal grant dollars is reported to the EPA
in the annual work plan report. The APCP provides training for
the regional and | ocal agency staff and nmakes presentations at
Region 7 training activities when requested to do so.

Model ing - The nodeling programstaff is very experienced
and conpetent in running traditional and regional air dispersion
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nodel s. The nodeling staff participate in nodeling for
construction permtting when the SCREEN3 nodel or nonogram
indicate nore refined nodeling is necessary. It is recomrended
t hat a background val ue be added when doi ng screeni ng nodel i ng,
and that increnent anal ysis be considered when performng
nmodel i ng for m nor sources as well as PSD sources.

Smal | Busi ness Assistance Program - The state adm nisters a
very effective program By maintaining three offices and hol di ng
regul ar neetings and offering a variety of outreach activities,
smal | busi nesses are provided a wealth of conpliance assi stance.
The Techni cal Assistance Programis particularly effective in
fulfilling its responsibilities.

Permtting

Overall, the APCP is running a very conpetent permtting
program The departnment is fortunate to have several staff with
many years of experience and know edge in the air program
Staff turnover is an ongoing problem wth new staff frequently
| eaving for the private sector after gaining a few years
experience. At the tinme of this reviewthere were 9 vacancies in
the Permtting Section out of a total of 30 positions. The
programis using contractors to fill the gap, but we reconmend
that the cause for staff turnover, primarily unconpetitive
sal aries, be addressed if at all possible.

As was evident fromour interviews and file review, the
staff are know edgeabl e about the air program and generally make
conservative decisions. Screening nodeling for m nor sources and
toxics reviews are indicative of the program s desire to protect
public health

The programis to be commended for the preparation of the
construction permt fact sheets, for the devel opnent of a
sear chabl e database for all construction and operating permts
i ssued by the program the devel opnment of nass-bal ance based
forms for conpliance tracking with long-termem ssion caps, and
for the use of its internal permt tracking system It is
evi dent that procedures and practices are in place to incorporate
past construction permts into Title V operating permts.

We recomend that, in order to reduce the nunber of sources
constructing wthout a permt (i.e., “as-built projects”),
addi ti onal outreach and education be extended to the regul ated
community with regard to permtting requirenents. W encourage
the programto make its permt forms, instructions, and gui dance
avai |l abl e on the Wb.



We recomrend that sources be required to provide nore
accurate em ssions information on permt applications, that
applicability of NSPS-NESHAP- MACT be nore closely scrutinized,
that sources be required to fully justify the need for a 12-nonth
averaging tinme, and that care be taken to ensure that permt
application conditions are incorporated into the final permt.
Any assunptions used to limt potential to emt or otherw se
limt source operations should also be explicitly included in the
permt.

Conpl i ance and Enf or cenent

The Conpliance Section and the regional offices are to be
commended for the inspection and enforcenment activity conducted
each year, with over 1600 inspections and nunerous enforcenent
actions of various types conpleted annually. Serious violations
are nearly al ways addressed by an enforcenent action, be it a
notice of violation (NOV) or a penalty action. There is good
coordi nati on and communi cati on between the regional offices,
whi ch conduct the inspections, and the Conpliance Section, which
recei ves the inspection reports and takes foll ow up enforcenent
action. The regional offices are very tinely in responding to
conpl ai nts.

When violations are found, an NOV is issued and penalties
are assessed if deened appropriate by the Section Chief. The EPA
recomends that a penalty policy be devel oped to establish
consi stency and ensure fairness when assessing penalties. The
program does not hesitate to recommend to the MACC that a case be
referred to the Attorney CGeneral if a reasonable settlenent
cannot be reached.

We recomend that the inspection forns be significantly
revised to contain nore specific source applicability
requi renents. The present generic fornms make it difficult for an
i nspector to know what permtting requirenents the source is
subject to. W also recommend that the file docunentation be
inproved to nore conpletely reflect resolution of enforcenent
actions.

Finally, we recomend that all data necessary to neet the
conpliance national mninmum data requirenment guidelines,
including high priority violation information, and foll ow up
conpliance information, be directly inputted into AFS by the
VDNR.

Asbest os



As a result of a court decision in February of 1998,
M ssouri’s asbestos denolition/renovation rule was decl ared
invalid, and could not be enforced. As a result, NMDNR pursued
m ni mal asbest os deno/reno enforcenent during our programrevi ew
period. Recently, however, NMDNR has renewed its efforts to
pursue penalties for violations of the federal asbestos NESHAP
The | evel of docunentation in asbestos case files varies
consi derably. MDNR does not have a specific witten penalty
policy for asbestos violations. EPA recomends that NMDNR devel op
an asbestos data systemwhich is conpatible with EPA" s Nati onal
Asbest os Regi stry System ( NARS).

Moni tori ng

The MDNR and | ocal agencies operate and nmaintain the | argest
air nmonitoring network in Region 7 wwth over 135 nonitors at 55
sites. The air nonitoring staff is to be coomended for its
expertise and dedication to maintaining a network which, with few
exceptions, neets all data quality objectives. The programis
unique in that it maintains an i ndependent quality assurance
capacity, which results in an exceptionally high Ievel of valid
data coll ection and accuracy. The program has established
multiple fail-safe systens to protect the integrity of the ozone
monitoring data, and uses an Internet |link to downl oad PM s data
fromthe field nonitors. The EPA does have several routine
recomendations for inprovenent which are detailed in the Audit
Report.
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Section |
PURPOSE

Many gover nnental and non-governnmental entities are
responsi bl e for ensuring environnmental protection throughout the
nation. The majority of environnmental prograns are carried out
t hrough the shared responsibility of the Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) and its non- Federal partners.

In Region 7, EPA has delegated a |arge share of its
authority to the states. After del egation, EPA maintains
responsibility for del egated progranms and continues to be
accountabl e for progress toward neeting national environnental
goals and for ensuring that Federal statues are fulfilled. EPA
is responsible to ensure the fair and equitable application and
enforcenent of Federal environnental |aws, regul ations, and
standards, and to provide its partners with the necessary
assi stance, tools, nethods, and back-up support to solve
envi ronnent al probl ens.

I n del egated prograns, the goal of oversight is to
strengthen the rel ationship between EPA and its partners to
ensure that the national environnental goals expressed in the EPA
Strategic Plan are attained. Effective oversight helps to ensure
adequat e environnmental protection through continued devel opnent
and enforcenent of national standards and the use of direct
enforcenent action against polluters as necessary to reinforce
the action and authority of EPA's partners. Oversight also hel ps
to enhance a partner’s capabilities to adm ni ster sound
envi ronnment al protection prograns through increased comruni cation
and a conbi nation of support and evaluation activities. Finally,
Federal oversight seeks to describe and anal yze the status of
national and regional environnental quality, through continued
collection and distribution of information from governnental
agenci es and other nmajor sources. EPAis fully commtted to the
success of its partners’ environnental prograns. A clear
expectation for program performance is a crucial factor in
achieving an effective partnership.

Fostering quality del egated prograns is not a static
activity, and will vary across the different del egated entities.
Condi ti ons change, and program activities nust change to respond
to new environnental problenms and chal |l enges. Consequently, the
met hods used to oversee del egated prograns nust change over tine,
depending on the maturity and conplexity of national prograns and
on the capability of EPA s del egated partners.



Section |1
PROCESS

The 1984 “EPA Policy on Oversight of Del egated Environnental
Prograns” provides the foundation for structuring a Program
Review. Starting with this policy, EPA Region 7 staff devel oped
a Program Revi ew Protocol docunent, which provides the
justification and framework for conducting programreviews in the
Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division (ARTD) of Region 7.

The protocol establishes a m ninmum frequency for conducting
programreviews within the division, defines the scope of ful
and partial reviews within each program and provides a
consi stent basis for determ ning which type of reviewis
appropriate. The protocol also provides a way to docunent the
rational e for determ ning whether or not any programrevi ew
effort is needed in a particular program In addition, the
protocol includes a summary of the regulatory requirenments for
the major progranms within the ARTD, a discussion of oversight
policy, and a differentiation between the requirenments of grant
cl ose-out reviews and programrevi ews.

The ARTD staff subsequently issued a second docunent,
Operating Principles for Conducting Program Reviews. This is
primarily an internal planning docunent which |ays out the
process for providing consistent internal procedures for Program
Revi ews.

Finally, EPA staff devel oped the Program Review Criteria
Not ebook, which was used as the basis for the Mssouri Ar
Programreview. This notebook contains the criteria and
checklist for each of the program areas, i.e., nodeling,
monitoring, permtting, enforcenent, etc., being reviewed. This
not ebook was provided to all of Region 7's state partners in
January, 2000.

The ARTD staff has previously conducted partial program
reviews in other Region 7 states. For exanple, the New Source
Rreview and Title V permtting prograns have been reviewed in
three states, and the air permtting and conpliance prograns have
been reviewed in two states. Two | ocal agency progranms have al so
been revi ened.

As stated in the Program Review Protocol, it is Region 7's
goal to conduct a programreview of each state once every four
years. The M ssouri Departnment of Natural Resources (MDNR) Air
Pol I ution Control Program (APCP) director consented to be the
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first Region 7 state to be subject to this conprehensive review,
whi ch covers all aspects of the MDNR air program

Section |11

PROCEDURE

The EPA team | eader for the Program Revi ew coordinated with
the MDNR primary contact person in March, 2000, to select a
mut ual |y agreeable date for the review. Considerable lead tine
was necessary considering the nunber of staff involved in both
agencies. The week of July 10, 2000 was selected as the tine for
the on-site visit by EPA staff. 1In early May, 2000, EPA provided
the MDNR a ‘kick-off’ letter (see Appendi x) which contained a
detail ed schedule for the week of July 10, provided certain
checklist information, and listed a schedule for conpletion of
the draft and final reports. As stated in the Operating
Princi pl es docunent, EPA's goal is to provide the state a final
report within 90 days of conpletion of the on-site review

EPA staff initiated the on-site review by conducting an
Entrance Conference (see Appendi x - Attendees List). This
nmeeting provided the opportunity for EPA to discuss its schedul e
for the week, identified MONR staff EPA needed to interview,
provided the state staff the opportunity to present prelimnary
questions to EPA covered the use of APCP facilities and
equi pnent, and set a tine for the Exit Conference.

EPA staff was on-site for three full days. The Exit
Conf erence consi sted of EPA staff providing a verbal summary of
their results. APCP staff provided additional information as
necessary for clarification, as well as a few summary cl osi ng
remarks (see Appendi x - Attendees List).

EPA staff received the full cooperation and assi stance of
the APCP staff throughout the on-site visit. Supervisors and
i ndi vidual staff nmenbers nade thensel ves avail abl e as necessary
to answer questions or to otherw se assist the EPA staff. EPA
fully appreciates this assistance and spirit of cooperation.
At both the entrance and exit conferences the APCP staff nade the
point that their goal was to provide the highest |evel of
environmental protection to the resources and citizens of
M ssouri, and that any recomendations that EPA m ght have as a
result of the programreview woul d be wel coned.
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APPENDI X - Introduction
EPA Kick-Of Letter, May 1, 2000
Ki ck-OFf Meeting Attendees List

Exit Conference Attendees List
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Section 1
| NTRODUCTI ON

The areas of reviewin this chapter include;

. Regul at ory Devel opnent

. Em ssion Inventory

. Grant and Wbrk plan Managenent

. Regi onal O fice and Local Agency Coordi nation
. Tr ai ni ng

. Model i ng
. Smal | Busi ness Assi stance Program

EPA specialists in the em ssion inventory, nodeling, and
asbestos progranms interviewed the respective MDNR program
specialists at their offices in Jefferson Cty. The Small
Busi ness Assi stance Program i nformation was gat hered through
tel ephone interview. The remaining information was gathered
during the on-site visit by the EPA APDB M ssouri coordi nat or
during interviews with the MDNR' s Air Pollution Control Programs
Pl anni ng Section (PS) Chief and staff, and the Adm nistration
Section Chief.

The organi zational structure of the MDNR air programis;

M ssouri Departnent of Natural Resources
Di vision of Environnmental Quality
Air Pollution Control Program
Pl anni ng Secti on
Permts Section
Enf or cenent Secti on
Techni cal Support Section
Adm ni stration Section

The PS is one of five sections under the office of the Air
Pol lution Control Program (APCP) director. There are presently
21 positions assigned to this section; three clerical, six in the
| nspecti on/ Mai ntenance (I/M Unit, and 12 in the Rules/State
| mpl ementation Plan (SIP) Devel opnment Unit. At the time of this
review, there were two vacancies in the I[/MUnit, and one in the
Planning Unit. A personnel/organization chart is shown in the
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Appendi x.

In addition to the Headquarters staff in Jefferson GCty,
there are six regional offices geographically dispersed
t hroughout the state. These offices do not participate
substantially in the PS planning activities, but primarily
respond to citizens conplaints and conduct inspections of air
em ssion sources. A map showing the |ocation of these offices is
included in the Appendix. There are also four |ocal agency air
progranms; located in St. Louis City, St. Louis County, Kansas
Cty, and Springfield-Geene County. These prograns have their
own area-specific rules that supplenent state rules applicable in
their area.

The APCP does not itself adopt air pollution rules. This
function is maintained by the Mssouri Air Conservation
Comm ssion (MACC). The Comm ssion consists of seven nenbers, who
are appoi nted by the Governor. Each nenber’s termis for four
years, but they may be reappointed. The MACC conducts public
heari ngs and takes testinony on proposed rul emaki ngs. After a
public period has been provided and the rule is finalized, the PS
staff presents the final rulemaking to the MACC and the MACC
votes whether to adopt it.

The MACC conducts at |east nine nonthly neetings a year. A
list of the current MACC nenbers is included in the Appendi x.
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APPENDI X - | ntroduction
Per sonnel / Organi zati on Chart
Regi onal and Satellite O fices Mp

M ssouri Air Conservati on Conm ssion Menbers List
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Section |1

REGULATORY DEVELOPMENT

The PS is responsible for rule devel opnent and SI P
submttals to EPA. The air programis continuously devel opi ng
new rules or revising existing rules. Over the past several
years, many new rul es have been devel oped and adopted to address
t he ozone nonattai nnent problemin St. Louis, for exanple, and
routine rule revisions are necessary to adopt ongoi ng federal
requi renents. The PS has al so undertaken the project of
rescinding | ocal agency rules fromthe SIP, where possible, and
replacing themw th nore current state-wde rules. It is
estimated that the PS managed nearly 50 rul e devel opnent/revision
packages within the past two years. The PS al so devel ops and
manages nuner ous source/ project specific SIP submttals such as
the lead SIPs and ozone nonattainnent SIPs, and 111(d) plans.

The MDNR has a very involved and tinme consum ng process with
regards to rul e devel opnment and inplenentation. The PS has
devel oped a very thorough Rul emaki ng Manual which contains
information to be used by the section rule witers in witing the
rules and noving themthrough the adm nistrative process. A copy
of this 500 page manual is available at the APDB office for
revi ew.

Since this manual was devel oped about five years ago, the
quality and tineliness of rule devel opnent and SIP submttals has
i nproved significantly. The manual contains formletters,

tenpl ates, flowcharts, checklists, and references. It includes
rul e aut hor procedures and checklists, clerical procedures, and
sanpl e rul e package exanples. It also includes information on

rule presentation to the MACC, and a section on SIP submttals.
The follow ng flowharts and checklists are included in the
Appendi x of this section for reference;

. Rul emaki ng Ti neline

. Rul emaki ng Process Fl owchart

. Rul e Aut hor Project Checkli st

. Air Quality Plans Devel opnent Fl owchart
. State Air Quality Plans Reference Chart
. Pl anning Interfaces Chart
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The PS is to be commended for the devel opnent of this
docunent .

A review of the Rul emaking Tineline chart above shows
several built-in time constraints which sonetines place the PS
staff under difficult circunstance. For exanple, the staff
usual ly has at nost two weeks to finalize a rule after the close
of the public comment period. This includes devel oping a
response-to-coments docunent, a final rule, and submtting the
necessary docunents for the MACC neeting at which rule adoption
will be voted on. Another critical tinme constraint is the
requi renent that, fromthe close of the public coment period
until the filing of the final rule with the Secretary of State’s
of fice, nmust not exceed 90 days. In addition, the final rule
must be submtted to the Joint Conmttee on Adm nistrative Rul es
a mninum of 30 days prior to filing wth the Secretary of
State’s office. |If this filing date is m ssed, the rule cannot
becone effective, and the rule making process nmust be started
over. Despite these hurdles the PS staff snoothly and
successfully conpl etes nunerous rul e maki ng actions each year.

In order to track the progress of each rule as it goes
t hrough the rul e maki ng process the PS has devel oped a report
titled, Rules In Progress Schedule. This schedule tracks 10
benchmarks as a rul e noves through the rule making process. It
contains both dates of conpleted actions and pl anned acti ons.
Thi s schedul e has proved very hel pful to EPA staff who nust
participate in the rule making process; for exanple, provide
comments on a draft rule, or provide testinony at the public
hearing for the rule.

A simlar tracking formis maintained for source or project
specific SIP actions. This report, State Air Quality Plans
Status Report, is updated at |east nonthly, and hel ps track those
SIP actions which do not necessarily involve rule making. The
EPA staff finds this report very useful in tracking the status of
the state’s actions on these activities. A copy of both reports
is included in the Appendi x of this section.

The PS staff al so expends consi derabl e resources each nonth
supporting the MACC. In addition to responding to Conmm ssion
menber s’ individual requests for information throughout the
mont h, the staff provides planning reports, neeting agendas,
meeting mnute inputs and ot her special request information for
inclusion in the nonthly MACC briefing docunment. This docunent
contains mnutes fromthe previous neeting, nonthly reports
prepared by the Planning, Permts, and Enforcenent Sections,
docunents for any rule making actions which may be before the
Comm ssion that nonth (either a public hearing on a draft rule,
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or a vote for rule adoption), and other new business. This
docunent generally is between 150-200 pages in length and is
provided to the MACC and the public approxinmately 10 days before
each MACC neeting. There are about 500 copies nailed each nonth
to those on the MDNR s mailing list.

The APCP director and staff frequently provide briefings at
the MACC neetings in order to keep the MACC Comm ssi oners
informed of high priority projects the staff is working on,
projects that are of special interest to the public, and other
rel evant ongoing activities. The staff recently gave a
presentation on the APCP rul e maki ng process. A copy of this
presentation is included in the Appendi x.
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APPENDI X -

Rul e

Regul at ory Devel opnent
Maki ng Manual Docunents
Rul emaki ng Ti neline
Rul emaki ng Process Fl owchart
Rul e Aut hor Project Checkli st
Air Quality Plans Devel opment Fl owchart
State Air Quality Plans Reference Chart

Pl anning I nterfaces Chart

Rul es in Progress Schedul e

State Air Quality Plan Status Report

Rul e

Maki ng Process Presentation
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Section |11
GRANT AND WORK PLAN MANAGEMENT
GRANT

The scope of this programreview did not include a financial
audit of the state’s managenent of Federal funds received in
support of its environnmental prograns. However, the Ar
Pol lution Control Programis Adm nistration Section chief was
interviewed to gain an understandi ng how the MDNR accounts for
the section 105 air grant funds it receives.

The MDNR operates under a Perfornance Partnership Agreenent
(PPA) and Performance Partnership Gant (PPG wth Region 7.
Thus, the air programsection 105 air grant funds are awarded as
part of the PPG  However, the MDNR tracks, through the use of
uni que budget codes, expenses charged against its section 105
grant allocation. The MDNR al so, at tines, receives project
specific section 105 funds, i.e., St. Louis air toxics study.
These funds are al so assigned a uni que budget code. In this
manner, the MDNR charges expenses to, and tracks, its use of the
air grant dollars it receives from Region 7.

A portion of the programs funds cones fromTitle V fees,
whi ch cannot be used to support section 105 grant funded
activities. The Title V fees are used to fund the operating
permt programactivities. The Adm nistration Section tracks the
total revenue and expenses of the Title V fee account and reports
annually to the MACC on the status of these funds. The nost
recent report, June 29, 2000, estinmates that Title V fees wll
have to be increased significantly in 2004. The report is
i ncluded in the Appendi x.

A breakdown of funding and expenses for FY-2000 is shown
bel ow.

Sour ces of Revenue for FY-2000

Cat egory Amount Per cent
General Revenue $ 654,000 6
Federal G ant 2, 796, 000 25
Permt Fees 300, 000 3
Asbest os 192, 000 2
Em ssi on Fees 5, 682, 000 51
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Vehi cl e Em ssion 534, 000 5
I nspection Fee

I nt erest Ear ned 929, 000 8

TOTAL 11, 100, 000

Cat egori es of Expenditures

Cat egory Amount Per cent
Sal ari es $ 5,764,417 40
Fringe Benefits 1, 379, 273 9

Qper ati ng Expenses 3,428, 598 24

G ants to Local 2,698, 642 18

Air Agenci es

Ref unds 53,729 <1
Depar t ment 1, 379, 108 9

Over head

TOTAL 14, 700, 000

Wr k Pl ans

Wth the recent advent of a two year work plan as part of
the PPA, the state and EPA have begun to work nore closely to
devel op shared environnental goals and objectives, which in turn
are reflected in the APCP work plan.

The state has three planni ng docunents which define the
states’ goals and objectives. In the first, broad goals for
state governnent are set out by the Governor as part of his
“Show Me Results” strategic planning objectives. The *Show Me

Results” goal for air is; “lncrease percentage of M ssourians
living where air and drinking water neet governnent standards as
measured by conpliance with air quality standard, ...”" (see

Appendi x.) These objectives are posted on the state web site at
“wWwww. cpi . state. nmo.us/no_snr_title.htm?”

Second, the MDNR pl anni ng objectives are published each year
inits “Integrated Strategic Plan” (see Appendi x.) This docunent
identifies the vision, mssion, and val ues of the MDNR, and
further refines the environnmental goals of the state by
speci fyi ng out cone neasures, objectives, objective neasures, and
strategies for each environnental nedia. For the air nedia the
FY- 2000 docunent shows:
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Goal: Air - Preserve and protect the quality of Mssouri’s air
resour ces.

Qutcone A - Mssourians living where air neets governnent
air quality standards.

Qut cone Measure - The percent of M sssourians |living where
air nmeets governnent air quality standards (Show Me Result).

(bj ective 1 - Reduce em ssions, concentrations and
exceedances for criteria and toxic air pollutants.

(bj ective Measures -

. Decreased yearly em ssion totals for criteria and toxic
pollutants (corrected for nunber of sources).

. Reduction in the nunber of days per year the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for ozone is
exceeded at nonitoring |ocations.

. Reduced annual average anbi ent concentration | evels of
criteria pollutants.

bj ective 2 - Reduce the average quarterly concentrations of
lead in anbient air.

(bj ective Measures -

. Reduced quarterly | ead concentration |evels near |ead
snel ters.
. Reduction in the average blood |lead |levels in children

as neasured by the Mssouri Departnent of Health

(bj ective 3 - By 2005, reduce em ssions of greenhouse gses
to 1990 | evel s.

(bj ective Measures -

. Estimated trends in tons of eni ssions of carbon
di oxi de.
. Estimated trends in tons of eni ssions of methane.
. Estimated trends in tons of eni ssions of nitrous oxide

and ot her greenhouse gases.
. Tons of coal, barrels of petroleum cubic feet of
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natural gas consuned.

(bj ective 4 - Inprove Mssouri’s anbient visibility in
sensitive areas.

(bj ective Measure -

. I ncrease in the nunber of days with visibility range
greater than fifty mles at Hercules 3 ade and M ngo
Nat i onal W/ derness Areas.

Each of the (bjectives are followed by a list of strategies
(out puts) which, when inplenented, will |lead to acconplishnent of
the Qbjectives. The objectives and strategies are simlar to
t hose EPA devel ops for the Governnent Performance and Results Act
and which are contained in the Ofice of Air and Radi ati on (OAR)
annual Operating Pl an.

The third docunent, the Division of Environnmental Quality’s
“Fiscal Year 2000 Situational Analysis,” is very detailed and
cont ai ns budget and staffing projections for the upcom ng year,
and a very detailed work plan analysis of anticipated APCP
activities. It is forwarded up through channels and used to
support the MDNR s budget and staffing request with the
| egi sl ature. The work plan activities portion of the report is
simlar to the Region 7 Division and Branch Operating Pl ans.

Thi s docunent contains a table (below) which shows staff
positions assigned to sections within APCP, and the funding
source for those positions for FY-2000.

Program FTE Al |l ocati on by Function and Fund

Maj or Gener al Feder al Feder al Asbest os Eni ssi on Enhanced CMAQ | TOTAL
Funct ons Revenue FY 1999 FY2000 Fees /M

Director’s 0.42 0. 20 0.58 2.80 4.00
Ofice

Admi ni strat 1.22 0. 49 1.49 7.80 1.00 12. 00
ion

Enf or cenent 3.90 0.50 1.49 5.00 7.11 18. 00
Pl anni ng 2.40 0. 47 1.40 10. 75 4.24 3.74 | 23.00
Permits 1.43 0.62 1.86 26.09 30. 00
Tech. 3.03 0.83 2.48 19.41 25.75
Support

TOTAL APCP 12. 40 3.11 9.30 5.00 73.96 5.24 3.74 | 112.75

Di scussions with the MDNR air programstaff and a review of
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the af orenenti oned docunents indicates that EPA s goal s contai ned
in the OAR OQperating Plan, and Region 7 air priorities, are
factored into the MDNR docunents nentioned above. This is
acconplished by a late winter neeting between senior program
managers of Region 7 and MDNR in which joint priorities are

di scussed, and by the communi cati ons between the EPA Air Pl anning
and Devel opnent Branch (APDB) and the APCP in the spring when air
program specific work plan activities are negoti at ed.

These commtnments are funded, in part, with federal section 105
grant funds. These funds are part of the MDNR s Performance
Partnership Gant. The APCP provides a sem -annual and annual
report on its work plan acconplishnments. A copy of the FFY-00
Sem - Annual Report is included in the Appendi x.

In summary, the MDNR has an effective process for
establishing its own environnental goals and priorities,
communi cates effectively to establish joint priorities wwth EPA
where possible, and reflects these priorities in its air program
work plan with EPA
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APPENDI X - Grant and Wrk Pl an Devel opnent
Fi nanci al Report - Projection of Revenues and Expenses
Show Me Resul ts Report
Integrated Strategic Plan Fiscal Year 2000 (excerpt)

Sem - Annual Report FFY-2000
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Section |V
REG ONAL AND LOCAL AGENCY COORDI NATI ON

As briefly nentioned in section Il, there are four
i ndependent | ocal agency air progranms in the state. These
prograns focus on their own geographical areas of responsibility
but must coordinate and cooperated with the APCP on a nearly
dai ly basi s.

The APCP has an annual work plan agreenment with each of the
| ocal agencies, simlar to that between the state and EPA (see
Appendi x.) This agreenent contains commtnents for em ssion
inventory activities, nonitoring activities, inspection and
enforcenment activities, and in sonme cases permtting activities.
The | ocal agencies report quarterly to the APCP on their work
pl an acconpl i shnents.

The APCP annually audits at |east one of the | ocal agencies
to access program performance. The nost recent audit was of the
St. Louis City Division of Air Pollution Control, in July, 1999.
A copy of the audit report is contained in the Appendi x.
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APPENDI X - Regi onal and Local Agency Coordi nation
APCP/ St. Louis City FY-2000 Agreenent

St. Louis Audit Report
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Section V
TRAI NI NG

The APCP has an annual training budget set for each
i ndi vi dual, which has recently been increased from $1, 200 to
$1,500. A new staff person may be all owed nore, however, whereas
an experienced person may not need that nuch. Each person has an
annual training plan which lists training desired for the
upcom ng year. FEach enpl oyee’s performance apprai sal planning
docunent also has a training elenent identified as an annual
requi renent.

Training is obtained on-site through the Air Pollution
Training Institute satellite dowlink. These broadcasts are al so
taped for viewing at a later date by new enpl oyees or by staff
who were not able to be present at the tine of the original
broadcast. Of-site training is also provided within the
confines of the individual training allowance.

The MDNR staff fully participates in training offered by the
Region 7 air program at the State/Local Directors sem -annual
nmeetings, and the sem -annual Permts workshops. Staff also
attends training/conferences on nonitoring, nodeling, and
em ssion inventory activities as tinme and budget all ow

The Pl anning Section organi zes and coordi nates an annual
wor kshop for the regional and | ocal agency staff. This workshop
is presented by APCP staff. This two-three day wor kshop,
generally held off-site at a state park conference center, brings
together and unites all of the state air pollution control staff
fromthe Jefferson City office and fromall the out-state
offices. This activity provides an excellent forumfor training,
coordi nation, and communi cati on anongst the various offices.
Agendas fromtwo recent workshops are included in the Appendi x.
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APPENDI X - Trai ni ng

Wor kshop Agendas
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Section Vi
EM SSI ON | NVENTORY
| nvent ory Pl anni ng and Managenent

The Emi ssions Inventory Unit of the Technical Support
Section collects information about air em ssions from al
regul ated air pollution sources within M ssouri.

The Inventory Preparation Plan (IPP), Quality
Assurance/ Quality Control (QA QC Plan, and Procedures Manual
(PM serve as the foundation that the em ssion inventory is built
fromeach year. Al three of these docunents are updated as
needed. The PMis located in the em ssion inventory supervisor’s
office for new enpl oyees and for quick reference by current
enpl oyees. An | PP was devel oped in 1992. This could not be
i mredi ately found during the site visit. A conprehensive point
source QA QC manual is also kept in the em ssion inventory
supervisor’s office for reference.

MDNR sends out Em ssion Inventory Questionnaires (EIQ each
January to regul ated pollution sources. There are several
iterations of the EIQ and the version sent out depends on the
anmount of pollution that is historically emtted froma
particular facility. A special formis sent to dry cleaners.
Packets al so include a note describing all recent changes in AP-
42 em ssion factors.

The em ssion inventory questionnaire forns were devel oped in
1992. The four local agencies (St. Louis Cty, St. Louis County,
Springfield, and Kansas City) that collect em ssion inventory
information use the same forns as the state. A coordination
nmeeti ng between MDNR and the four |ocal agencies occurs each
August. MDNR al so communi cates on a weekly to nonthly basis with
the | ocal agencies on a nore informal basis. MDONR feels the |ocal
agencies do a good job collecting information and getting it to
MDNR by the agreed deadli ne.

The initial mail-out to sources in Mssouri for 1999
i ncluded 1,150 Full EIQ packets, 276 EZ packets (facilities with
| ow em ssions), 155 Fee Only packets (facilities emtting bel ow
the dem ninus level), 161 Dry C eaners packets, 177 Portable
Equi prrent packets, and 31 Charcoal Kiln packets. This cones to a
total of 1,950 packets sent to regulated facilities in Mssouri.
The four |ocal agencies sent out an additional 707 facility
packets. Currently, these regulated facilities have submtted
nore than $5.5 mllion dollars in em ssion inventory fees.
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MDNR has a Techni cal Assistance Program ( TAP) whi ch hel ps
smal | businesses fill out their Em ssion Inventory Questionnaire
formfree of charge. This programstarted in the early 1990s.

I nterest anong industry in EIQ training has declined
significantly during the |ast few years.

When EIQ fornms change, MDNR seeks input from affected
i ndustry and trade associ ati ons. Many busi nesses claimthey could
not fill out their EIQ form due to enpl oyee turnover. It was not
cl ear whether or not these clains were referred to the TAP or to
annual training sessions that occur in Kansas City and St. Louis.

Dat a Docunentation and Data Entry Procedures

The EIQ forns are due back on April 1st. Once received by
MDNR, they are entered into a tracking system The forns are put
into a secured file area where they nust be checked out by staff
for subsequent data entry and revi ew.

The staff keeps a check-sheet to track m ssing data. Forns
requesting all non-submtted information are sent back to sources
for conpletion before data entry begins.

Sources that do not return their EIQ forns are called by
t el ephone and sent rem nders by mail. If the formis not returned
by June the source is flagged for an enforcenent action.

The Techni cal Support staff is currently installing a new
dat abase systemcalled the Mssouri Em ssion Inventory System
(MEI'S). More information regarding the review of MEIS is
avai l abl e in Appendi x A

The staff is working to inplenent the full range of
automated qual ity assurance checks into the database system The
program does not currently check facility cal culations or the
range of values entered into the system although this feature is
bei ng pl anned for inplenentation.

There is no historical data in the current database system
It does not have an automated inventory data dunp into the NET
format for subm ssion to EPA

MDNR Response

The APCP has access to historical data in our Paradox
dat abase system W are capable of supplying EPA with the data
in a NET format and we plan to automate the “downl oad” from MOEI S
to NET in the future.
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Em ssions Reporting and Subm ssion

M ssouri submtted its 1996 criteria and toxic inventories
to the EPA in the electronic NET format. The criteria inventory
subm ssi on contai ned sources emtting greater than 100 tons per
year in attainment counties and 25 tons per year in non-
attai nment counties. They were unable to fill all the required
fields for subm ssion since they do not collect certain required
el ements fromindustry. Most notably, they do not distinguish
em ssion rel ease point types (such as stacks versus fugitive
em ssions.)

MDNR Response

W will revise our Em ssion Inventory Questionnaire fornms to
indicate the type of em ssion point.

An attenpt to identify as many as possi bl e based on the
em ssion rel ease description was made but this did not result in
a fully popul ated inventory field. No additional quality
assurance neasures were taken during the conversion of data from
the old Paradox data format to the new NET format. Facilities
that identify certain process description codes as trade secret
had em ssions reported as an aggregate for the entire facility.
This is because the NET format does not include a field
desi gnating em ssion rel ease data as private. Since the EPA
stated all information submtted to the NET would be consi dered
public information M ssouri could not submt the data marked
private due to | egal considerations. Mssouri is the only state
in the country that protects this infornation.

MDNR Response

The data in Paradox was previously quality assured when it
was received. Quality assurance neasures were inplenmented again
when the data was converted (see attached neno from M ke
Stansfield.)

Faciliti es and Resources

Each enpl oyee has their own work space (office or cubicle)
t hat appears sufficient to effectively conplete their daily
tasks. Al enpl oyees have access to the Internet and have easy
access to on-line versions of AP-42 and the Em ssion Inventory
| mprovenent Program (EI1P) inventory guidance vol unes. A
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procedures manual and QA QC manual are kept in the Em ssion
| nventory supervisor’s office. This office serves as the
centralized library for em ssion inventory procedures and
gui dance.

Em ssion Inventory Devel opnent
Special Inventory Initiatives

The bi ogenic inventory supporting the St. Louis Periodic
Em ssion Inventory for 1996 has been corrected based on nonitor
i nformati on obtai ned through the OZIE study. This study estinmated
that the BEI'S nodel over-predicted biogenic VOC em ssions (by a
factor of 2).

A detailed and extensively quality assured inventory was
prepared for the NQ SIP Call. Additional questionnaires were
sent to NQ SIP Call sources and potential sources. This
initiative resulted in inproved coordinate informati on and heat
t hroughput data for the surveyed facilities. Increased scrutiny
was given to each submttal regarding the correct use of AP-42
em ssion factors and em ssions cal culations. The result is an
excel | ent conprehensive inventory of NOX sources in Mssouri for
1995 and 1996.

A full air toxics inventory is being prepared for the St.
Louis area in support of the St. Louis Cean Air Project. This is
the first toxics inventory in Region 7 that will conpile toxic
em ssions fromarea, nobile, and off-road nobile sources.

Ceogr aphi c coordinates frommaj or point sources in M ssour
have been coll ected by inspectors and interns during the [ast few
years. This data has not been joined to the em ssions database at
this time, but MDNR expects to do this in the near future. The
coordinates are taken at a facility’ s front door and are not
i nclusive of em ssion release point coordinates. It is unclear
whet her or not these updated coordinates will be included in the
1999 em ssion inventory submttal.

Tradi ti onal Em ssion Inventories

M ssouri has conpil ed point source information for the past
10 years. Non-point source data have only been conpiled for the
St. Louis non-attainment area and Kansas City nai ntenance area in
the past. Currently, Mssouri is planning to conplete a state-
wi de nobile and area source inventory for 1999. This will consi st
of ozone precursors only.
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M ssouri conpl etes point source inventories for all criteria
pol l utants and hazardous air pollutants. MDNR is not currently
conpiling data for PM, s or ammoni a em ssions because the PM s
standard is being reviewed by the Federal courts.

Appendi x B contains nore detailed information regarding the
collection of point, area, on-road nobile, off-road nobile, and
bi ogeni c inventories in Mssouri.

Conmput er System Revi ew

See Appendi x C for nore details regarding which el enents of
t he conputer programwere reviewed. The new dat abase systemis
call ed MoEI'S and has not been fully inplemented. Wien it is fully
installed it will be an excellent tool for the staff by reducing
wor kl oad and i nproving the quality of data.

M ssouri is planning to have industry directly enter their
em ssions information via the world wi de web beginning in the
summer of 2002.

Recommendat i ons and Di scussi on

. EPA does not currently require processes to be labeled as to
whi ch MACT standard they are regulated by, but this wll
certainly be a need in the future during the residual risk
assessnent process. This is because many MACT st andards
apply at the process level of a facility and tradi ng between
MACT processes is allowed in sone instances.

. Report the em ssion type, such as horizontal or vertical
stack and fugitive em ssions.

. Join the updated GPS facility coordinates to the em ssions
dat a.

. Need to i nplenment automated Q¥ QC into MoEI'S since the 1999
inventory is currently being conpil ed.

. Devel op a fixed programextension to MoEI'S to dunp em ssions
data into the NET format for submttal to EPA

. Begin planning to conpile a statewi de PM area and nobile
source inventory to nmeet the upcom ng needs for Regional
Haze nodel i ng.

. Begin planning to conpile a statew de off-road nobile
inventory for all pollutants.
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Wrk to pronote TAP to businesses in order to keep submtted
El Q data quality at a high |evel

Conmendat i ons

Everyone in the section has a set anmount of training budget
per year which gives everyone an equal opportunity to keep
up with the changi ng i nventory nethodol ogy.

The potential of MobEIS is exceptional. The final product
will be powerful and should help reduce the workl oad of
staff and mnimze data entry errors.

The tracking system does a good job of making sure al
sources submt data to the inventory and that the sources
submt all required data before data entry is initiated.

The toxic inventory for the St. Louis Community Air Project
is the first non-point source toxics inventory in the Region
to date. This initiative will establish the know edge and
skill to conpile this type of inventory as needs arise in
the future.

The NQ SIP Call inventory is a thorough conpilation of NQ
sources in Mssouri and inproved several inportant types of
data received fromthis group of sources.

The yearly coordination with the |ocal agencies is extrenely

val uabl e in keeping the positive working relationship with
t hese agencies and ensuring a quality product.
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APPENDI X - Em ssion I nventory
Pl anni ng Checkl i st
| nvent ory Checkl i st

Comput er Checkl i st
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Section VII

MCODELI NG

The review of the air dispersion nodeling activities of the
Air Pollution Control Program M ssouri Departnent of Natural
Resources (MDNR), involved neetings with four of the Technical
Support Staff. A limted review of the nodeling associated with
construction/operating permts was done. As expected, the review
of the MDNR nodeling activities confirmed that the nodeling staff
are very know edge in air dispersion nodeling and foll ow EPA
nmodel i ng gui delines (40 CFR, Part 51, Appendix W Qiideline on
Ar Quality Models).

Their nodeling activities include review of Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permt applications, State
| mpl enentation Plans (SIP), and regional nodeling. Pre-
application neetings, working with the consul tant/conpany duri ng
devel opnent of an application, and final evaluation of the
nodel i ng are the usual techni ques done by the staff in an
evaluation. Site visits are frequently nmade to assist in the
eval uations. Em ssion inventories and neteorol ogi cal data are
part of the evaluation. |In sone cases the staff does nodeling in
support of an application, e.g., Doe Run Hercul aneum (SIP) and
Fort Leonard Wod (PSD). Extensive regional nodeling for ozone
has been done, or is being done, in the Saint Louis and Kansas
City areas.

An area that needs to be revisited is the nodeling
associated wth the construction and/or operating permts.
Screeni ng nodeling for construction/operating permts is usually
done by permt engineers. This is not unique to the MDNR  The
screeni ng i nvol ves the use of a nonogramthat was prepared by
the technical staff, or the use of the SCREEN3 nodel. The
nonogram i s consi dered conservative by the staff. The nonogram
does not contain a background concentration. W recommend that a
background val ue be included in the nonogram A background val ue
shoul d be added to any SCREEN3 concentration. The nodeling staff
rarely see the screening nodeling. Mny of the permts that were
reviewed had PMy, limts close to the 24-hour National Ambi ent
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) |limt of 150 m crograns per cubic
meter. Qur concern is that the SCREEN3 nodel does not al ways
predi ct higher concentrations than a refined nodel, i.e., a
refined nodel may predict concentrations greater than the NAAQS.

Wil e concentrations fromthese mnor source permt em ssion

[imts may neet the NAAQS, they frequently allow the short-term
i ncrement standard of 30 ng/n? to be exceeded. Although
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increnments are usually not considered until a PSD permt
application is submtted, increments are consunmed and may prevent
a future PSD application from being approved unl ess the existing
sources that have construction/operating permts reduce their

em ssions. W recommend that increnment consunption be considered
in evaluating these mnor sources as well as any PSD source.

There is a need for continued training in nodeling.
Training for the new nodels, e.g., AERMOD, CALPUFF, recently
proposed for inclusion in the Guideline for Air Quality Mdels
will be required. Training for regional nodels, e.g., MODELS 3,
will also be necessary. The training nmust include em ssion
inventory, e.g., SMXE, and neteorological, e.g., MV, nodels as
well as the air dispersion nodels.

MDNR Response

The APCP appreciates the support and answers to questions
provi ded by EPA Region VII. The cooperation received from EPA
Region VII allows nodeling staff to communicate effectively with
i ndustry and consultants regarding difficult issues.

Procedures used for nonograph and screening anal ysis
conducted by permt engineers are under constant evaluation. The
use of background concentrations for this type of analysis is of
particular interest. 1In the past, background concentrations have
not been used due to the conservative nature of the screening
anal ysis. However, based upon the recent changes to the
nonogr aphs and EPA's concerns, APCP wi |l reevaluate the need for
i ncl usi on of background concentrations in screening anal ysis.

In addition, mnor source permts issued in PSD baseline
areas nmust have an increnment evaluation as described in 10 CSR
6.060(6). The nodeling group has enphasi zed this issue to the
construction permt group and inprovenents have been nade.
However, the issuance of mnor source permts and the tracking of
baseline areas are inportant parts of the permt rule.

Therefore, we are commtted to exam ning these permts closely
and ensuring the necessary increnent evaluation is conducted.
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Section VIII

SMALL BUSI NESS ASSI STANCE PROGRAM

Section 507(a) of the Clean Air Act requires each state to
adm ni ster a Small Busi ness Assistance Program ( SBAP) that
provides small, stationary source businesses with technical and
envi ronment al conpliance assi stance.

To review the state of Mssouri’s SBAP, el even questions
were used to assess the status of the program Those el even
guestions and the respective answers are outlined bel ow.

* k% *

1. Are the Onbudsman and Conpli ance Assi stance Program ( CAP)
positions filled in accordance with Section 507(a) of the
Clean Air Act?

Fi ndi ng: The Orbudsman is in place and six of the seven CAP
menbers have been appointed and they are fulfilling their
responsibilities identified by the Cean Air Act.

2. Does the Orbudsnan have direct access to state agencies and
officials to relay concerns of small busi nesses?

Finding: Yes. 1In fact, the Orbudsman is |located in the office of
t he Governor which pronotes enhanced access and recognition of
t he Orbudsman’s rol e.

3. Does the QOrbudsnan have authority and access to obtain data
from state agenci es?

Fi ndi ng: Yes. The Onbudsman has this access and utilizes it as
necessary. Again, this access is enhanced by virtue of being
| ocated in the Governor’s office.

4. Have sufficient resources been provided to successfully
fulfill Orbudsman / SBAP responsibilities?

Fi ndi ng: The Program has headquarters in Jefferson Gty and
offices in Lee’s Summt and St. Louis. There is a budget,
adequate staffing, and regular neetings including a full cal endar
of events hosted by the SBAP.
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5. Has the CAP rendered any opinions on the effectiveness of
t he SBAP effectiveness?

Fi nding: The panel has stated in public forunms their belief that
the SBAP is very effective and have, on several occasions,
commended the Technical Assistance Programfor their efforts in
assisting small businesses. The panel has stated their concern as
to the effectiveness of the Onbudsman. Al though these
commendat i ons have not been entered in a formal witten docunent,
t hese sentinents have been stated during the comnmttee neetings.

6. Have any reports been submtted to EPA's Smal | Busi ness
Orbudsman?

Fi nding: The “State Small Business Stationary Source Techni cal
and Environnental Conpliance Assistance Program (SBTCP) Annua
Reporting Forni has been provided to EPA's Onbudsman every year
since 1995. This report covers the previous year’s activities.

7. What outreach techniques are currently used by the SBAP?

Fi ndi ng: The program features semnars, the Internet, public
meetings, on-site visits, technical bulletins, and articles in
state publications as well as a toll-free phone nunber for
inquiries.

8. Does the SBAP coordinate with other prograns, states, etc?
Fi ndi ng: The M ssouri program actively participates in a forum of

smal | business representatives facilitated by Region 7 as well as
the national network of small business assistance prograns.

9. Descri be how wel |l the SBAP provi des conpliance assistance to
identify applicable requirenents and obtain appropriate
permts.

Finding: As described in item#7, the programutilizes every
concei vabl e neans of outreach and nore than adequately inforns
affected interests. Based on the input received during the
public neetings, both the CAP and the public consider this
program very effective.

10. Has a nethod been established for ascertaining the
eligibility of small businesses to receive assistance under
t he SBAP?

Fi ndi ng: The state adopted regul ations that reflect the
eligibility definitions outlined in the Cean Air Act.
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11. What nechani sns exist to exclude sources with sufficient
financial and technical resources to neet their obligations?

Finding: The state currently uses the approach of extendi ng and
of fering assistance to any entity that neets the small business
eligibility requirenents identified by the Cean Air Act and the
state’s regul ati ons.

Summary and Reconmendations: The state adm nisters a very
effective program By maintaining three offices and hol di ng
regul ar neetings and offering a variety of outreach activities,
smal | busi nesses are provided a wealth of conpliance assistance.

The only shortcom ng noted during this review concerned the
state’s website listing of the Onbudsman (it features the name of
a previous Onbudsman rather than the current one). However, any
inquiries by small businesses do lead to the correct tel ephone
and e-mail address of the Onbudsman so this is a relatively smal
matter conpared to the overall effectiveness of the program
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Chapter 1V

PERM TTI NG
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Section |.
| NTRODUCTI ON

On July 10-13, 2000, EPA Region 7 perforned an eval uation of
M ssouri’s air permtting prograns. This review was conducted in
part to fulfill a regional office commtnent with EPA s
Headquarters to perform an annual conprehensive review of at
| east one state or |ocal agency permtting programand in part to
satisfy EPA Region 7's new policy on periodic review of state and
| ocal progranms. The overall scope of the review focused on 1)
synthetic mnor permtting, 2) NSPS [ New Source Perfornmance
St andards] and NESHAP [ Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants] determ nations, 3) establishnent of enforceable
permt conditions and 4) generation, accounting, and use of Title
V fees, and 5) the interaction between the Title V and NSR [ New
Source Review] prograns.

The review was initiated by a letter to the MDNR dated My
1, 2000, and a subsequent request for a list of construction
permts issued since 1998. The Permtting Section of the APCP
provided a tinely response for each request. The review team
appreci ated the cooperation of the PS staff during our visit.

The review team eval uated 25 source files containing an
estimated 60-70 permt projects. Mst of the projects reviewed
were permtted in either 1998, 1999, or early 2000, and represent
only a small fraction of the 700 plus projects approved during
this time frame. During the review, the team al so di scussed a
nunber of the projects with permt staff and had a general
permtting conversation with the permt nmanagers.

Overall, we found that the Permtting Section is running a
very conpetent permtting program As with any program there are
al ways gaps and areas for inprovenent. However, advances nade
since the last formal programreview in the late 1980's reflect
that the Permtting Section has matured and is dedicated to
preserving air quality. As evidenced by the |arge nunber of
permt projects with screening nodeling, the Permtting Section
is interested in protecting anbient air quality standards and
accept abl e anbi ent toxic concentrati ons even when eval uati ng
smal | er source operations; despite the controversy it brings.

The highlights of the manager interview are summari zed in
Section 1l. The major findings, including both “comendations”
and “areas for inprovenent”, are described in Section IIl. A
summary of the Title V fee review can be found in Section IV.
The list of permts reviewed and the specific details of each
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review are further described in Appendices A and B, respectively.
Approxi mately two-thirds of the permt files selected for review
were targeted based on problens indicated in an associ at ed
operating permt application or based on | arge increases or
decreases in em ssions indicated by the Toxics Rel ease I nventory
(TRI') data system The other third invol ved sources randomy
selected froma list of conpleted internediate operating permts.
As a consequence of this targeted approach, it is possible that
the problens noted in certain files may be magni fi ed and may not
be representative of the permtting programas a whol e.

Because of the EPA Region 7's national commtnent to
eval uate all major source preconstruction permts prior to
i ssuance, the team chose not to evaluate the PSD [ Preventi on of
Significant Deterioration of Alr Quality] programduring the on-
site programreview. The team al so chose not to concentrate on
specific Title V permts since Region 7 receives all draft and
proposed permts and has an opportunity to comrent on these
permts in real tine. Instead, the review team focused on the
interaction between NSR permits and Title V to assure that
preconstruction permt ternms were properly being incorporated
into Title V permts. For conpleteness sake, the PS issued
approximately 14 PSD permts and over 160 Title V permts during
the three year review period.

Section |1
GENERAL DI SCUSSI ON W TH PERM T MANAGERS

Jon Knodel nmet with Randy Raynond and Refaat Mefrakis to
tal k about current highlights or other areas of interest or
concern in the construction and permtting prograns.

The Permtting Section expressed sone concern about staffing
level s. Wiile positions have been allocated, the state is having
difficulty keeping themfilled. O the 30 positions allocated
for the construction and operating permt prograns, nine were
vacant at the tinme of our review, five in the operating permts
group and four in the construction permt group. Staff with two
or nore years of air experience seemto be a very attractive grab
for consultants and conpanies. Wth the boomin the nunber of
construction permt applications, in particular for PSD, the
Permtting Section may find it challenging to provide good,
tinmely, custonmer service. Based on recent pre-application
nmeetings, the state is expecting as many as nine new PSD permt
applications, including five new portland cenent construction
projects and several nore turbine projects.
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The Permtting Section is currently using 10-12 contractors
to assist in Title V permt developnent to help fill the staffing
shortfall. After an initial ranp up, the program has had sone
success with contractors preparing Title V permts. The
Permtting Section attributes this success to the standardized
nature of the operating permt program wth mninml need for
techni cal decision nmaking. Because of the nore conpl ex nature of
construction permts, the state is not currently using any
contractors, but is paying substantial overtinme to the Permtting
Section staff to keep on top of the overl oad.

The state currently assigns two engi neers to each
construction permt project. The |ead engineer usually has sone
experience wth the particular source category and helps to train
the other engineer. The state hopes this nmentoring approach wll
help to mnimze inconsistencies between permts. The nmentoring
al so serves as a useful training opportunity for new staff and as
a tool to cross train existing staff.

The state is trying harder to | ook at entire construction
projects rather than individual em ssion units in an effort to
cut down on possible circunmvention of major source permtting.

By using an in-house permt admnistrative tracking system
(PATS), keeping a running history of permt projects in the “fact
sheet”, assigning the same engineer(s) to all facility projects,
and relying on good institutional know edge, the state hopes to
cut down on subm ssion of nultiple-sequential projects.

The Permtting Section noted that they have been approving a
significant nunber of “no permt required” determ nations, based
on the states new 0.5 I b/hr “demnims” threshold recently
approved into the SIP. The new permtting threshold has taken
sone pressure off of the preconstruction permt staff to conduct
nore formal reviews for very |low emtting equi pnment

In anticipation of a changing workload following initial
i ssuance of Title V permts, the Permtting Section is exploring
options to reorganize its permtting groups. One interesting
option under consideration is to nove several operating permt
engineers into the field offices where they would be closer to
the source, could assist in inspections, and could nore easily
fine tune re-issued Title V permts.

The state is awaiting the outconme of the “CLEAN' litigation
and di scussing how they m ght deal with any adverse deci sions.
The litigation, brought primarily by industry, challenges the
basis for the state’s “basic” and “internedi ate” operating permt
progranms; calling them “nore stringent” than m ni num federa
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requi renents. Under M ssouri’s “055" statute, the state program
may not be nore stringent than the federal program The
Permtting Section contends that these prograns are voluntary in
the respect that they allow a source, at their discretion, to
seek restrictions that woul d keep them out of major source PSD
and Title Vreview The inplications could be severe if mnor
source operating permt mechanisns are elimnated. |In al

I'i kel i hood, many additional sources would have to seek Title V
permts because they would not be able to limt out of nmajor
source revi ew.

The permt programnoted that training is not currently a
problem Title V fees have helped to get staff to many good
training courses. The biggest obstacle to training is finding
the time for staff to attend. The Permitting Section requested
t hat EPA host nore courses in the Kansas City area to cut down on
staff tinme away fromthe office.

The operating permts group anticipates that they will issue
90-95 percent of Title V permts prior to years end; despite
staffing shortfalls. The Permtting Section currently dedicates
one permt engineer to conduct reviews of Title V permts from
the | ocal agencies; in particular for St. Louis Gty where
sources are allowed to draft their own Title V permts.

The state has devel oped a series of anbi ent inpact
nonographs to help estimate air quality inpacts fromquarries.
The Permtting Section believes this approach provides nore
realistic results than those predicted by the SCREEN3 node
currently used for other construction projects.

Over the last several nonths, the state has been putting
t oget her an in-house database of all past and present
construction and operating permts. Based on the popul ar Adobe®
format, the permts are searchable by keyword and phrase. The
state has currently scanned in and converted nearly 450 negabytes
of permtting information.

EPA expressed its appreciation for the Permtting Section’s
PSD efforts over | ast couple of years. The Permtting Section
has kept the regional office apprized of new projects and has
sought speci alized assistance dealing with a nunber of issues
related to turbine projects. W appreciate the states’
| eadership in this area.

Section |11
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SUMVARY OF FI NDI NGS AND CONCLUSI ONS

Overall, the Permtting Section is running a very conpetent
permtting program The Permtting Section is fortunate to have
several staff with many years of experience and know edge in the
air program As we have found in other permtting progranms, this
institutional know edge is the glue that holds the program
together. As was evident fromour interviews and file review,
the staff are know edgeabl e about the air program and generally
make conservative decisions. Screening nodeling for m nor
sources and toxics reviews are indicative of the progranmis desire
to protect public health. As during any review, we found both
strengt hs and weaknesses in the program These are described in
nore detail below. On bal ance, though, the programis on the
right track and is a good nodel for others to follow!?

Conmendat i ons

. Despite pressure to issue quick (or no) permts for smaller
sources, the Permtting Section conducts nunerous air
qual ity- and/or HAP-inpact anal yses, on a project-by-project
basis. It was encouraging to see that the m nor source
program has a strong NAAQS protection conponent.

. In recent projects involving HAP em ssions that are
potentially major, it is evident that the Permtting Section
i s thinking about 112(g) requirenents when | ooking at
sources with major HAP | evels. W encourage the Permtting
Section to remain vigilant when eval uating toxics projects.

. The construction permt fact sheets are very informative of
bot h past and present project activity. Overall, the sheets
provide a very detailed explanation of the project at hand
and any associ ated i npacts anal yses. The “history of
projects” is an essential tool for understanding the pace of
source expansi on and whet her new em ssion units have been
properly permtted. W understand that fact sheets are a
ti me consum ng process, but the approach helps to provide a

We encourage the reader not to over-enphasize or conpare
the relative nunber of strengths or weaknesses, or the relative
l ength of text, summarized in this section. Overall strengths in
t he program heavily outwei gh any weaknesses. By necessity, the
“areas for inprovenent” and the basis for these reconmendations
requi res a nore conprehensive review and wite-up.
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clear basis for the current activity at a plant and | eaves a
very good trail for future permt witers. W encourage the
Permtting Section to continue this practice.

Recent evidence indicates that the Permtting Section is
guestioning nultiple, sequential projects that occur over a
short amount of time. Several recent enforcenent actions
chal l enge this common practice to break apart projects into
smal | er pieces to avoid major source review. W encourage
the Permtting Section to remain vigilant in this area to
assure that “related” projects undergo major stationary
source revi ew.

The searchabl e dat abase for all construction and operating
permts, recently devel oped by the Permitting Section, is a
very useful tool. The database will provide construction
permt witers with an inval uabl e | ook back at past projects
to determ ne how a current project should be evaluated. It
will also assist operating permt witers to incorporate al
applicable requirenents from preconstruction permts. W
encourage the Permtting Section to continue support for
putting future permits into the database and to consider
maki ng this invaluable tool publicly available on the
states’ web server or by other neans.

It is evident that the Permtting Section has procedures and
practices in place to incorporate past construction permts
into Title V operating permts. Title V permts include
clear references to past permts and appear to incorporate
all applicable preconstruction requirenents. All of the

operating permts targeted for review -- based on NSR
probl ens described in the conpany’s initial conpliance
certification -- appear to have adequately fixed the NSR

problens prior to operating permt issuance.

The air programis internal permt tracking system (PATS)
appears to be quite conprehensive and provides the
Permtting Section with an invaluable tool to track

i ndi vi dual projects and the resources dedicated to the
permtting program The construction permt nunbering
schenme was very hel pful for targeting groupings of permts
to determne if closely spaced projects should have been
conbi ned as part of a |larger project or not.

Nearly every permit with a long-termem ssion cap included
detailed record keeping fornms to assist the source with
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conpliance tracking. Wile a tinme consumng effort for the
permt staff to devel op the nmass-bal ance-based forns, these
forms provide an essential starting point for determning
conpliance with the applicable standard. W encourage the
Permtting Section to include explicit instructions in each
permt for tracking conpliance with | ong-term em ssion caps.

We found many tel ephone conversation records and e-nails
between the permt review staff and sources and their

consul tants throughout the files. This is a good indication
that staff are conducting conprehensive reviews and are not
necessarily taking the information in permt applications at
face val ue.

We noted many instances where staff reviewed, chall enged,
and corrected em ssions estinmates nmade by sources and
consultants. This is a healthy process to assure that
applicants use the nost recent, or best docunented,

i nformati on.

Several files indicate that MDNR has nade significant use of
their Sl P-approved “preconstruction waiver” process for true
m nor projects. The files generally contain significant
docunent ati on showi ng that the source has satisfied the
conditions outlined in the rule. Further, nost highlight
that EPA may take an enforcenent action if the conditions of
the waiver are not nmet or if the project turns out to be
PSD-rel ated. VWhile EPA continues to be concerned about the
preconstruction waiver process in general, we encourage the
Permtting Section to continue to explain the consequences
of failing to construct in accordance with the approved

wai ver .

Thanks again for the Permtting Sections’ assistance and
participation in the Title V Gtizen Training, held in St.
Loui s on June 16'" and 17'". Despite uncertainty about the
useful ness of such training, participants found it to be
very helpful. EPA also found it to be worthwhile and a good
interaction with groups that are typically pretty quiet in
the permtting arena.

We appreciate MDNR s commtnent to neet EPA's “end of year”
Title V permt issuance goal. The Permtting Section has
taken the chall enge seriously and wll cone very cl ose (90-
95% to issuing all permts on tine.
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. We appreciate the Permtting Sections’ efforts over the | ast
two years in conducting rigorous and thorough BACT reviews
for turbine NQ and CO controls. Despite sonetines
difficult conversations with the utility industry, the state
has held the |ine and has made good deci si ons consi stent
wi th other rigorous BACT determ nations made across the
nati on.

Recommendati ons for | nprovenent?

. We noted several instances where the files contained no
supporting docunentation fromthe source for em ssion
estimate-rel ated information, including em ssion factors and
control equipnent efficiencies. |In many cases, control
equi pnrent efficiencies were critical for limting potenti al
to emt below major source thresholds, yet the file
cont ai ned no docunentation showi ng how, or if, this
efficiency would be met. In others, applicants relied on
unrealistic control efficiencies of 99.99% for PM, control.
The Permtting Section should consider requiring a stack
test and periodic followup testing for equipnent that is
permtted to emt up to the major source significance
threshol ds. This approach would assist the Permtting
Section to devel op better em ssion factors and to make
better decisions by relying on site-specific information.
This site specific information also allows the source to
make an i nformed statenment when making its periodic
conpliance certifications under Title V. W also note that
generic AP-42 em ssion factors are not appropriate for
determ ning conpliance with an emssion |[imtation, unless
the em ssion unit is identical to one used to devel op the
factor or the factor represents a conservative, theoretical
maxi mum By definition, AP-42 factors are the average of
many em ssion test results; nmeaning that roughly half of the
em ssion units emt above the standard, and the other half
bel ow. Wt hout adequate verification, it is unreasonable to

2 The “recommendations for inprovenent” are generally
listed in priority order fromthose of nost concern to those of
| east concern. The first five should be considered high priority
items, the next five nmedium and the |ast four |ow
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assune that all of the permtted units will be on the | ow
side of the factor. Fokkkii3

. In at | east one circunstance, a new “greenfield” conpany
eval uated the potential to emt for both PMand PM, from
all of its em ssion points. Both sets of cal cul ations
relied on well docunented em ssion factors from AP-42 and
other em ssion factor guidelines. Yet, in the final permt
and review summary, the Permtting Section makes no nention
of PM This could be a critical oversight, in particular
for those projects with estimated em ssions at or near the
maj or source threshold. Any slight nodification, as part of
the original project, could easily put the source over the
maj or source applicability threshold, both for PSD and Title
V purposes. Neither the permt nor the review sumary
provi de an expl anati on on why PM em ssions were not
considered. By looking only at PM, the Permtting Section
may be all owi ng sources to delay or avoid major source
review. To help clear up sone of the confusion about how PM
and PM, are considered for Title V purposes, EPA issued
gui dance titled “Definition of Regulated Pollutant for
Particul ate Matter for Purposes of Title V', on Cctober 16,
1995. This gui dance can be found at
http://ww. epa. gov/ragytarnj/prograns/artd/air/title5/t5nenos
[pnr eqgdef . pdf. Further, both the state rule and Federally
approved SIP retain both PMand PM, as regul ated air
pol lutants for mnor and nmaj or source preconstruction
permtting purposes. Therefore, to mnimze any potenti al
m sunder st andi ngs between EPA, the state, and sources, we
recommend that the Permtting Section fully consider both
pol I utants when eval uating construction projects. %

. At least two projects included screening nodeling to
eval uate anbi ent PM, i npacts. Based on these anal yses,
em ssion and production limtations were set based on an
al | owabl e i npact of 149.95 ug/n¥; or 99.97% of the 150
ug./ nB NAAQS standard. This approach may have several flaws
and shoul d be further evaluated. Specifically...

> The screening anal yses did not appear to consider
background PM, concentrations. In sone areas,
background al ready accounted for a to Y of the

3 The “%” indicator provides the reader with an idea of
how often the issue was docunented during the revi ew
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standard. In at |east one case, the permtted PM,
limt was likely two tinmes higher (or nore based on
di scussion below) than it should have been because
background was not considered. W recommend that a
representative background concentration be accounted
for when allow ng a source to emt up to the NAAQS.

> Screeni ng nodel i ng appears to have focused only on the
NAAQS, with little or no attention to increment. Wile
EPA"s m nor source permtting guidelines, found in 40
CFR 851. 165, include no specific requirenents to
perform an increnent analysis for m nor source
projects, the Cean Air Act presunes that a state’s
policies, procedures, and rules will be protective of
increment. Therefore, we recommend that if screening
nodel i ng predicts concentrati ons above 30 ug/n? (the
Class Il increnent) and the source is located in an
area where the baseline has been triggered, then the
state should optimze the PM, em ssion limtations to
protect the increnent, rather than focusing solely on
the NAAQS. |If a source wants to justify a higher PM,
em ssion limtation, then refined nodeling nay be
necessary.

Qur comrents are not intended to discourage the Permtting
Section fromcontinuing its use of “conservative” screening
anal yses. However, we encourage the Permtting Section to
consi der background concentrations and increnment consunption
as factors in these anal yses. %#%

At |east two permts contained a 12-nonth rolling PM,

em ssion cap in lieu of a short termemssion [imtation.
The permts required the applicants to denonstrate
conpliance with a PM, cap through the use of a nass bal ance
equation using the production output of the affected

equi pnent along with a site specific PM, em ssion factor.

G ven the uncertainty in many factors affecting particul ate
matter control, including raw material quality, noisture,
and ongoi ng control equi pnent performance, it is unlikely
that the em ssion factor approach is suitable to verify
conpliance with the cap. Wthout substantial “periodic” or
“conpl i ance assurance” type nonitoring of the control
device, or frequent verification of the site-specific PM,
em ssion factor, this conpliance technique is not
recommended. None of the permts containing a PM, en ssion
cap had adequate periodic nonitoring to eval uate ongoi ng
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control equi pnent performance or the overall em ssion rate.
This concern was magnified in at | east one case where the
estimated project potential em ssions were at or near the
PSD si gnificance thresholds and the conpany had certified
past, poor baghouse performance. EPA s June 13, 1989

“Qui dance on Limting Potential to Emt in New Source
Permtting”, found at

http://ww. epa. gov/rgytarnj/prograns/artd/air/nsr/nsrnmenos/|

mtpotl.pdf may provide additional clarification. %%

Qur review found a significant nunber of “as built”

projects; projects that were constructed prior to Permtting
Section approval w thout the benefit of any anbient nodeling
or technology review This may indicate that new conpanies
are not getting sufficient advice fromvarious trade group
representatives, commerce and growth organi zations, or
chanbers of commerce to consult with MDNR prior to
constructing. It may also indicate that the Permtting
Section could do a better job getting the word out to
conpani es about their permtting obligations. W encourage
the Permtting Section to consider making its permt forns
and instructions -- along with easy-to-understand
applicability guidance — available on its web site.

Periodic permt training workshops, presented in different
parts of the state, may also help to reduce the nunber of
“as built” projects. HkAxAkik

We found a couple of instances where the Title V permt was
used to change an existing preconstruction requirenment, but
the preconstruction permt was not actually changed. This
I's inconsistent with EPA gui dance ( see

http://ww. epa. gov/rgytarnj/prograns/artd/air/title5/t5nenos

[ hodan7. pdf) and nmay create serious enforceability problens,
since the original construction permt continues to be a
separabl e and enforceabl e docunent. W encourage the
Permtting Section to follow EPA policy and sinmultaneously
change both the Title V and construction permt. %

We noted many instances where the permit was unclear on the
guestion of NSPS, NESHAP, or MACT applicability. Many

“...may be subject to...” statements were found throughout
the permt files. Further, nost NSPS applicability
determ nati ons were not very well docunmented. In sone cases

it was clear fromfacts in the permt application that the
NSPS- NESHAP- MACT st andards shoul d apply. In others, though,
detail s about equi pnent rel ocation and equi pnent
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construction dates were indeterm nate. Cenerally, though,
nmost applicability determ nations tended to err on the
conservative side with nore equi pnment subject to the
standards than not. W encourage the Permtting Section to
restate any assunptions used to make a NSPS- NESHAP- MACT
applicability or non-applicability decision in the permt
fact sheet. W also encourage the Permtting Section to
work with the enforcenment group to nake a definitive
applicability or nonapplicability determ nation prior to
preconstruction permt issuance, as many conpanies rely
(incorrectly) on the construction permt as their sole
listing of air pollution control obligations. “#&%%k%

At | east one of the nore recent construction permts

i ncl uded parametric nonitoring for control devices,
presumably as a lead in to periodic or conpliance assurance
monitoring in the Title V permt. This is great! Many of
the applications also claimreasonably high contro

equi pnent efficiencies -- nost of which are necessary to
keep the em ssion unit bel ow maj or source threshol ds.
However, few, if any, of paranetric neasurenents are
acconpani ed by a control equi pnent perfornmance test.

Wt hout such baseline performance neasurenents, it nay not
be possible to make a neani ngful |ink between the control
equi pnrent performance and em ssions. Wthout perfornmance
data, it is also nearly inpossible for the source to
certify, or for the state or EPA to determ ne conpliance
with the corresponding emssion limtation. Therefore, we
recommend that when parametric neasurenents are used to
verify ongoi ng performance of control equipnment, that the
state rely nore on the guidelines outlined in EPA' s
Conpl i ance Assurance Monitoring Techni cal Reference
Docunents; avail able on EPA's TTN-EMC web site. It may al so
be beneficial for the construction and operating permt
teanms to conplete both the introductory and advance
“Basel i ne I nspection Techni ques” courses to provide a better
under standing of the |link between em ssions data and contr ol
equi pnent performance data. Lastly, internal peer review by
the Air Enforcenment Section may al so help to inprove the
enforceability and useful ness of paranetric measurenents.

*

Several “older” project files indicated that sources |ikely
staggered projects to avoid PSD review. Wile we understand
that it is easy to criticize these projects in hind-sight,

with PATS it should be possible for permt reviewers to | ook
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back to determne if possible circunvention is taking place.
We encourage the Permtting Section to use PATS and the

hi storical permtting information conpiled in the permt
fact sheets to routinely question nmultiple, closely spaced
projects. W also encourage the Permtting Section to

i nclude any “like kind” or “no permt action” decisions in
the fact sheet permtting history to provide a nore conplete
picture of all permtting actions at the source. “%%

Al permts with an em ssions cap limtation specified an
averaging tinme of 12 nonths, rolled nonthly. The “rolling”
aspect is generally acceptable, but of the permts revi ewed
1) none indicated that the Permtting Section required the
source to justify the need for such a long term em ssion
cap, 2) none had a clear verification or reporting nechani sm
for determ ning conpliance during the initial 12-nonth
period, and 3) all inposed a “nonthly” record keepi ng and
verification of conpliance contrary to EPA policy of “daily”
record keeping. W recommend that the Permtting Section
docunent the need for a rolling 12-nonth period in the
permt fact sheet. If a long-termperiodis justified --
based on a highly variable day to day em ssions fluctuation
— then the permt should also include a special condition
for the first 12-nonth period which states, for exanple,
“that any exceedance of the cap during the initial 12 nonth
period constitutes a violation which nust be i medi ately
reported to the Permtting Section”. |If em ssions are not
vari abl e, though, then the permt should inpose shorter
averagi ng periods. kkk

Wi | e t he mass-bal ance-based record keeping forns included
W th nost “capped” permts provides a good basis for
docunenting source emssions in a single report, the

met hodol ogy for making the calculations is often unclear.

In many cases, the formaccounts only for coating use but
not for clean-up, w pe, thinning solvents, or off-site waste
di sposal. In addition, the nethodol ogy for determ ning VOC
content is rarely specified, |eaving too nuch room for
interpretation. Lastly, control efficiencies are rarely
required to be denonstrated, and are not necessarily overly
conservative. Therefore, it would be hel pful for the
permt, or the record keeping forns, to specify the exact
met hodol ogy -- in ternms of a mass bal ance equation or
detailed instructions -- to make cl ear how the em ssions
nmust be cal cul ated. F#*%k
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The connection between the final permt and the construction
application is not clear in all cases. Many newer permts
contain “standard” | anguage that requires a source to
“adhere to the specifications and conditions listed in the
application, the permt, and the project review. The
Permtting Section notes that this catchall |anguage is
necessary to assure that a source builds the project exactly
as reviewed. However, we noted several instances where

“key” aspects of the application -- that would Iimt
potential to emt or are otherw se required to ensure
conpliance -- were not included in the permt. For exanple,

one applicant requested a limt on fuel usage to remain a

m nor source. This [imtation was not included in the
permt, nor discussed in the project review. Wthout the
appropriate fuel use limtation, the source should have
undergone PSD review. |In another case, a bottleneck based
on two production shifts was used to limt em ssions, but no
corresponding limtation was placed in the permt. Are the
applications limting in these two cases? Wuld an

i nspector really dig through a permt application for
“hidden” Iimtations not otherw se described in the permt?
Do i nspectors even have access to permt applications? As a
practical matter, probably not. Therefore, we reconmend
that any assunptions used to limt potential to emt or
otherwise limt source operations be explicitly included in
the permt. k%

We noted sone concerns about the Permtting Section's
application of “like kind” replacenents and the |ack of any
evi dence of netting. Several “significant” pieces of

equi pnent appear to have avoided permt review. W believe
that the Permtting Section should eval uate projects on an
“actual -to-PTE’ basis test using the traditional

cont enpor aneous em ssi on change process. Further, we
believe that any control efficiencies used tolimt the
potential to emt should be nmade an enforceable permt
condition, either as a percent reduction or em ssion
[imtation requirenent. This failure to make assuned
control efficiencies enforceable involving “no permt
needed” or “like-kind replacenments” decisions was
encountered in several source files. %%

Through its preconstruction permt waiver program the
Permtting Section allows many sources to conmence
construction prior to permt issuance, but warns the source
that if the project is later determ ned to be subject to PSD
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or NAA/Part D review that “EPA’ may take enforcenent action.
The warni ng appears to place the sole responsibility for
resol ving any enforcenment with EPA rather than the state.
Wiile we are generally willing to provide enforcenent

assi stance in these types of situations, we recommend t hat

t he | anguage be expanded to include the state enforcenent

authority as well. %

Fol | ow Up

. We recomend that the Permtting Section undertake an effort
over the next year to focus on the first five “areas for
i nprovenent”. As appropriate, the Permtting Section may

re-prioritize the list to concentrate on those areas nost
critical to the continuing success of the permtting
prograns.

. We recomend that the Permtting Section review and eval uate
the specific findings for Northeast Corn G owers
Associ ation, Tracker Marine, and Unil ever and take any
corrective action that nmay be necessary.

Section |V
SUMMARY OF M SSOURI TI TLE V FEE REVI EW

EPA Region 7 started the Title V Fee review by submtting
several questions to the APCP concerning the Title V fee revenue,
expendi tures, and the accounting systen(s). The APCP responded
to the questions and provided a detail ed denonstration of their
system and how the APCP staff uses MOEIS [ M ssouri Em ssion
I nventory Systen] to achieve the necessary goal of collecting,
accounting, and housing the funds.

The APCP sends out Em ssion Inventory Questionnaires(El Q
each January, as the sources submt their em ssion fee checks.
APCP records themin the Mssouri Em ssion Inventory System
(MXEI'S) fee tracking system The facility is recorded in MXEIS
by the county/plant nunber. Based on the source category code,
the systemcredits the appropriate revenue account: Title V, Non-
Title V, or Phase | utilities. The checks are deposited in the
state treasury and the state’s accounting systemrecords the
revenue by code in the proper account.

The current em ssions fee of $25.70 per ton is set by the
MACC. Em ssion based fees are applied to the follow ng
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pollutants: particulate matter | ess than 10 m crons, sul fur

di oxi de, nitrogen oxi des, volatile organic conpounds, carbon

di oxi de, lead, and hazardous air pollutants. M ssouri state
statue provides for the fee collection, and the rule is
referenced in each source permt. The fee structure could
undergo a change, due to additional revenue of $1.8 million in
cal endar year 2000 em ssions. The phase | utilities will no

| onger be paying $25,000 per unit. Rather, they will be subject
to the rate per ton fee.

The overall finding is that APCP seens to be collecting
sufficient fees and accounting for Title V and Non-Title V fees
in an appropriate manner. At the current tinme we have no
recommendati ons or changes to suggest for inproving the system
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Appendi x A
Mssouri Permt Files Revi ewed

Title V sources with Aero Transportation Products, Inc.,
NSR di screpancies in | ndependence
operating permt Bruce Hardwood Fl oors, West Plains
application EFCO Cor poration, Mnett
Har bi son Wal ker Refractories Conpany,
Ful t on

Huf fy Corporation, Farm ngton

Mead Products, St. Joseph

OMC Al um num Boat Group, Inc., Lebanon
Pl ast ene Supply Conpany, Portageville
Waterl oo Industries, Inc., Sedalia

Sources showing |large |3M Col unbia

i ncreases or decreases | A B. Chance Conpany, Centralia
in TRI em ssions | CI Expl osives USA, Inc., Joplin
bet ween 1990 and 1997 |O Sullivan, Lamar

Teva Pharnmaceutical s USA, Mexico
TG USA Corporation, Perryville
Tracker Marine, Bolivar

M scel | aneous Townsend Summt (fornerly AT&T), Lees
i ntermedi at e sources Summi t

Eveready Battery, Mryville

Fasco, St. dair

| ntegram Pacific

Uni l ever, Jefferson City

Vandal i a Power Pl ant, Vandalia

O her sources of Nort heast M ssouri Grain Processors,

i nt er est Macon

Partridge Sand and G avel, Reed Springs
Wl son Trailer Sales, Mberly
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Appendi x B

Comments on Individual Permt Files

3M [El ectronic Products Division], Colunbia

Permt Summary...
1998 Five construction permt projects
1999 Two construction pernit projects
2000 One construction permt project

3Mwas selected for a file review based on the conpany’s | arge decrease
in emssions reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory (over 150 tons per year
since 1990). This type of decrease can sonetinmes be indicative of “netting”
or banking of em ssions. The Mssouri permits list also indicated that the
conpany seened to have an unusual ly | arge nunber of projects over a relatively
short period of tine.

The files indicated that 3M has an active, ongoing permtting process.
Over a three year period, 3Mundertook eight different projects. |In severa
i nstances, initial projects appeared to be of pilot scale with foll ow up
projects resulting in full scale production. Several permts involved
refinements of earlier-approved projects. Each subsequent permt included a
sunmary of previously issued permts, assisting both the source and MDNR in
proj ect tracking.

Nearly all of the projects, except for a new, small boiler approved in
Sept enber, 1997, and several new sel ective cover and plasma coaters approved
i n August, 1998, appear to have resulted in very small amounts of new
em ssions. Since the conpany’s potential em ssions appear to be far bel ow the
PSD naj or stationary source threshold, and all of the projects were bel ow the
significance thresholds, no netting was found. Al so, the conpany nade no
request to bank its TRI-related em ssion reductions. |It's possible that this
repetitive, pieceneal approach, resulting in lots of work for both 3M and
MONR, may be minimzed with the Pernmitting Sections new “no permt required”
for projects enmtting | ess than 876 pounds of any criteria pollutant per year

At least three of the eight projects involved pre-construction waivers.
In all cases, the projects were “true mnors” and MDNR approved the waivers,
consistent with their rules. However, this potential overuse of the waiver
approach may be indicative of poor corporate planning and should be a signa
to closely watch future growth to nake sure that projects are not staggered
out of nmajor source review.

A. B. Chance Conpany, Centralia

A. B. Chance was selected for review because of its |large change in
em ssions reported to the Toxi cs Rel ease I nventory.
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A. B. Chance received construction permt nunber 032000-010 on February
22, 2000 for a lead sol der pot, project number 1999-12-054. This is a
nodi fication to an existing m nor source.

Em ssion increases for this project were cal cul ated using AP-42 em ssion
factors using the maxi mum hourly rate and assumed that the | ead sol der pot
woul d operate 8760 hours per year.

This was a sinple permit with no special conditions.

Aero Transportation Products, Inc., |ndependence

The Title V permt application states nonconpliance with the em ssion
[imt set forth in construction permt 0889-0007; the source’s statenment says
an application for a permt anmendnent is under preparation. Was the
construction permt ever so revised?

Cover Sheet, Item 4: Title V Operating Permt

The permt incorporates the requirenents of construction permts 0198-010 and
0198- 010A.

The permt package for 0198-010 says that production of the ‘89
permtted products has stopped and that the ‘89 permit no | onger applies
since HAPs will be above de mninus and the overall potential for the
facility will be greater than major |evels.

Bruce Hardwood Fl oors, West Pl ains

Permt Summary...
January, 1987 Initial pre-construction pernmt issued

June, 1988 Construction permt revised to include production
limtations, superceding 1987 permt
01/ 22/ 99 Final Title V operating permt issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Pernmitting Section. MDNR
originally issued a permt to Bruce Hardwood Floors (a subsidiary of Triangle
Pacific Corporation) in January, 1987. |In June, 1988, the permt was revised
to establish enforceable production conditions to assure that the source
remai ned m nor for PSD purposes. The production-based conditions generally
limted how many board feet of wood that Bruce Hardwoods coul d process in any
given year, thus serving as a surrogate for actual emni ssions.

In recent years, Bruce was no |longer able to neet the board feet
production limtation, but believed that it was emtting well belowthe
originally estimted VOC and PM enissions calculated in the original permt
application. Consequently, the conmpany asked MDNR to reconsider stating its
l[imts in ternms of an emission cap, rather than as a production limtation
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On January 22, 1999, MDNR issued a final Title V operating permt to
Bruce. The proposed operating permt contained em ssion caps for VOC and
PM,, rather than production limts, as requested by Bruce. EPA comented on
t he proposed permt and recommend that the em ssion caps, al one, were not
sufficiently enforceable to assure conpliance with the original permt
assunptions. EPA recommended that the Title V pernit retain the production
l[imtations. In the Permtting Section's “response to conments” docunent,
MDNR deci ded not to retain the production limtations and finalized the permt
to contain only emission caps. Mass bal ance fornms were included with the
final permt.

EPA believes it is highly questionabl e whether a nass bal ance approach
for PM, can be used to verify conpliance with an em ssions cap. The approach
described in the pernmit makes use of a site specific em ssion factor --
devel oped through testing -- that when multiplied against the actual board-
feed production rate gives “estimated actual” em ssions. However, given the
uncertainty in wood quality, mpisture, and control equi pnent performance, it
is unlikely that the em ssion factor approach is suitable to verify conpliance
with the cap. Since plant wide potential emnmissions are well below the PSD
thresholds, this is probably not a big issue in this case. However, for a
conpany that is close to the PSD major source or significance thresholds, this
conpliance technique is not reconmended.

MDNR further described, in the Title V “statenment of basis”, that the
nodified limts in the Title V permit would be re-incorporated into Bruce’s
construction permt. However, EPA was unable to determine if the
preconstruction permt was ultimately revised or not. Based on a conversation
during the exit interview, Randy Raynond indicated that the Permtting Section
is not changing construction permts in parallel with the operating permt.
VWiile the Title V “statenent of basis” appears to have taken the correct
policy position, it appears that the changes to the construction permt were
never carried out.

EFCO Cor porati on, Mnett

Permt Summary...
1991 Oiginally permtted as dem nims source
10/ 30/ 97 Construction permt issued, limting plant w de VOC
and HAP emi ssions
03/ 24/ 00 Final Title V permt issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-rel ated questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Permitting Section. In
1991, EFCO received an “after the fact” dem nims construction permt fromthe

Permtting Section, limting VOC enissions to |l ess than 40 tons per year. In
1992, the conpany reported em ssions of over 225 tons; with a potential to
emt over 250 tons per year. In 1993, MDNR required the conpany to performa

HAP anbi ent analysis to determne if the anbient concentrations were | ess than
t hose established by the Departnment of Health. Based on initial nodeling, the
state determ ned that the anmbient HAP concentrati ons were unacceptable. The
file indicates that MONR and EFCO had no further discussions until March

1996, when the state initiated a PSD-rel ated enforcenment action
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The company paid a $4,000 penalty to settle alleged PSD viol ations and
agreed to follow through with the HAP anmbient nonitoring. In Cctober, 1997,
the state issued a revised construction permt, limting VOC em ssions to | ess
than 249 tons per year (12 nonth rolling average), and individual HAPs based
on the nodeling results. The permt, |ike others reviewed, contained good
record keeping forms. In this case, the forns acknow edged credit for off-
site transfers of hazardous waste, but on bal ance were deficient with the
details for meking the mass bal ance cal cul ati ons.

In March, 2000, MDNR finalized the Title V permt for EFCO  The permt
i ncorporated all of the requirenents fromthe construction permt, including
the VOC and HAP caps and associ ated record keepi ng.

Eveready Battery, Maryville

Cover Sheet, Item 6: “No permit required’” decision

Project involves the replacenent of bin vent filters for the ore and graphite
filter/receiver system

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permt is
required and that the nodification does not involve any appreciable change in
either the quality or nature or any increase either in the PTE or the effect
on air quality of the em ssions of any air contam nant.

Cover Sheet, Item7: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

Project involves the replacenent of the fine mx collection system

DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that the nodification
qualifies as a like-kind replacenment and that verification will be perfornmed
during a routine inspection of the source.

Cover Sheet, Item 8: “No permit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of an asphalt [seal ant] machi ne and

rel ocati on of an existing machine. Em ssion estinmates: 4A machine, 1.08 TPY
of TCE; C machine, 0.38 TPY, naphtha. Calculation sheets are in the file with
appropriate subnmttals fromthe source.

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(3) and states that no permt
i s needed since the max hourly design rate of each machine of HAP will be |ess
than the exempt limt of 0.5 | b/hr.

Cover Sheet, Item9: “No permit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of 2 mx receivers and a baghouse. The
projected PMy enission rate based on a baghouse control efficiency of 99.99%
is 0.19334 | b/hr.

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permt is

required since the projected emssion rate is less than the exenpt limt of
0.5 I b/hr. The assuned control efficiency of 99.99% has not been made
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enforceable. The project in and of itself appears to be subject to PSD
permtting unless/until an appropriate control efficiency [or equivalent] is
made enforceabl e.

Cover Sheet, Item 10: “No pernmit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of an exhaust fan in the HCl storage area.

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permt is
required since the em ssions are already accounted for, the em ssions [< 200

| bs/yr] are considered insignificant, the fan allows air to escape fromthe
tank while filling, no new emi ssion created, and enissions are < exenpt limt.

Cover Sheet, Item 11: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

Project simlar to that |isted under Project |ID 2000-05-038.

Cover Sheet, Item 12: “No pernmit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of two emergency generators; one on natura
gas at 0.3 mBtu/ hr and the other on diesel fuel at 0.5 nmmBtus/hr. The source
states both units will be run 2 hours per nonth for testing and whenever
needed. Enmissions will be < 150 | bs per day of any criteria pollutant. The
file does not contain calculation sheets for continuous [8760 hrs/yr]

operati on.

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(1)(B) and states that no
permt is required since the provision exenpts any conbusti on equi pnment with
capacity < 1 mmBtu/ hr heat input.

Cover Sheet, Item 13: “No permit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of a vacuumsystemin the nolding room
Based on an assumed control efficiency of 99% the projected controlled

em ssion rate is 3.02 Ibs/yr. In this case, the failure to make the assuned
control efficiency enforceable is not of concern

DNR s letter to the source states that no permt is required in that the
projected em ssion rate is less than the exenption limt of 200 |bs/yr.

Cover Sheet, Item 14: Revi sion of prior issued construction permt; 0197-
020

Action involves the revision of the emission limt in the permt for the
cat hode nol di ng process.

Em ssions for four (4) processes each based on different em ssion factors but
the sane pollutant weight %[ 86.54% and baghouse efficiency [99%; 10.77 ton
per year, MhQ2. The revised permt limts MiQ2 to 10 ton per year, 12-nonth
rolling average and contains a nonthly em ssion tracking formwhich sets forth
t he assunmed enission factors, pollutant content and control efficiency; the
source need only input nmonthly production. |t doesn’t appear the source was

68



required to docunment or justify the assumed val ues or to post-perm:t
conpliance verify those values, initially or fromtime-to-tinme thereafter.
Regardi ng t he baghouse, the source nust operate the unit whenever processes
are in use, operate and maintain the unit per manufacturer specifications and
track mal functions, maintenance activities and repairs. Determinations of the
ongoi ng effectiveness of the unit regardi ng actual control efficiency or
resultant emission rate is not addressed by the revised permt. The
possibility exists that none of the assuned values will ever be required to be
verified by DNR  The “Revi ew of Application” docunment attached to the permt

i ncorporates by reference various docunments into the permt including AP-42, a
site survey, the authority to construct application and the enission factors
and control efficiency provided by the applicant. This raises a concern
regardi ng the use of [generalized/ average/etc.] AP-42 em ssion factors for
sour ce-specific purposes if and when factors in question have not been
verified as applicable to the specific source in question. The nonthly

determ nations of MhQ2 em ssions are based nobre on assunptions than verified
val ues. These comments generally apply wherever pernmts have attached nmonthly
em ssion calculation forms. [NOTE: The assunptions are of concern in that
the Emi ssions Summary table in the pernmt package indicates that the potentia
to emt of the pre-nodified source has not been determ ned and the PM, PTE of
the application is 12.22 ton per year which is somewhat close to the PM,

maj or nodi fication threshold].

Cover Sheet, Item 15: “Li ke-ki nd repl acenment” exenption

Project involves the replacenent of four gas/oil-fired boilers [two @ 16.8
mBt u/ hr, one @8.4 nmBtu/hr, one @3.4 mBtu/hr] with three gas/oil-fired
boilers [two @16.7 mBtu/ hr, one @10.4 mBtu/ hr].

DNR' s letter to the source, dated 11/19/98, cites 10-6.060 and states the
criteria for like-kind replacenent [i.e., em ssion units which do not involve
ei t her any appreciable change either in the quality or nature, or any increase
either in the potential to emt or the effect on air quality, of the em ssions
of any air contam nant]. The letter states that verification of the |ike-kind
replacenent will be performed during a routine inspection and that NSPS “may
apply” to the “new pi ece of equipnment” [enphasis added]. The source's letter
to DNR, dated 10/98, notifies the Pernmitting Section that the boilers were
repl aced due to age.

The file does not contain any indication that PSD based net em ssion change
estimates were cal cul ated by the source or DNR It appears DNR s revi ew was
focused on a PTE vs PTE assessnent rather than a pre-change actual vs post-
change PTE assessnent. The file does not set forth the pre-changed source’s
PTE. The file does not provide an explanation as to why the question of
NSPS/ Dc applicability was not resol ved before i ssuance of DNR s reply letter.
Installation of the new units had already occurred and the NSPS cl ock may have
been ticking regarding the installed units. Question exists regarding the
neani ng of “new’ applied to the installed units; e.g., the units could be
“old” units “new’ to the source.

Cover Sheet, ltem 16: Construction Permt

Project involves the installation of C diaphragm asphalter #3. The VOC PTE
for F-41 em ssion point, which has 2 other asphalters, is given as 3.66 tons
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per yr. It's not clear if the em ssion estinate applies to all of F-41
however it appears the estimate is due to asphalter #3 rather than the tota
of F-41

The permt, dated 11/04/98, states that none of the NSPS and none of the
NESHAPs apply to the source. The basis for that statenent/determination is
not set forth in the file. This is a commobn characteristic wherever
construction permts cite applicability or non-applicability of NSPS or NESHAP
standards -- the construction or operating pernit files do not contain any
docunent ati on regardi ng the decision's basis or who made the determination
If the determination was nade by another group at DNR the other group’'s
comuni cation of that decision to the construction or operating permt group
was not found in the pernmt files. According to the enforcenent nmenbers of
the audit team they also found no applicability decisions in DNR s
enforcenent files; where such determ nations are expected to be found.

Ceneral Conmment :

There’s no indication in the file which indicates that the above noted changes
at the source were addressed for possible aggloneration; it appears that the
changes were each reviewed as separate projects which may be DNR s tendency
whenever changes are presented by sources for DNR revi ew The permts, as
nentioned above, contain a list of permts issued to the source; we should
suggest that equi pnent addressed by “no permt needed” and/or “like-kind
replacenent” letters also be included in the listing to allow a quick | ook at
all changes at the source rather than only the pernmitted changes; of course,
the title of the section will need to be changed as well.

Fasco, St. dair

Fil e docunments indicate 1) tracking of in-house activities regarding the
Permitting Section's review, 2) record of tel ephone conversations [RTCs], 3)
tracking of staff time regarding the Permitting Sections review, and 4)
corrections by staff of datal/estimates provided by the source.

Aletter fromDNR to the source contains seven (7) pages of itens in the
permt application which need correction or clarification [indicating
attention to detail and/or a tendency to not rubber-stanmp permt
applications].

This file left a good inpression of staff accountability, of the
consi derabl e anmount of tine spent by staff on review of received applications
and of the Permitting Section’ s apparent wllingness to chall enge source-
subm tted information.

Har bi son Wl ker Refractories Conpany, Fulton (fornerly Dresser Industries)
Permt Summary...

Mar ch, 1999 Construction permt issued
11/17/ 99 Final Title V permt issued
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This file was triggered for review based on questions raised in the
Title V application. The conmpany indicated that it would have to repl ace or
repair the baghouse on the rotary cooler to be able to certify conpliance with
the rules. Wile not directly related to permtting, the conpany had ot her
recent permtting actions that |ooked to be of sone interest.

In March, 1999, MDNR approved a construction permt for the conpany
covering three new enission points. The permt limted PMy em ssions from
two of these points [EO051 and EO0052] to less than 14.7 tons per year
slightly bel ow the PSD significance threshold. The permt also required
Har bi son to test each emi ssion point to determne a site specific em ssion
factor to be used to verify the PM, cap. |In Novenber, MDNR i ssued a fina
Title V permit. O note, the Title V permt corrected a couple of
deficiencies in the 1999 construction permt, including a clarification of
NSPS Subpart OO0 applicability and the confusion created over the onission of
em ssi on poi nt E0053.

As found in other Title V pernmits, it appears that the Permtting
Section conpletely and correctly incorporated all of the pre-construction
requirenents into the operating pernmt. The “statenment of basis” described
t he enhancenents made in the operating permt and that the changes would al so
be reflected in the construction permt. Areview of the permt files, though
reveal ed that the construction pernmt had yet to be changed at the time of our
revi ew. The Title V review al so found that a previously issued
construction permt from 1992 was no | onger valid since the equipment had been
removed. The renoval of the obsolete permt was clearly explained in the
“statenent of basis”.

EPA believes it is questionable, though, whether a mass bal ance approach
for PM, can successfully be used to verify conpliance with an enm ssions cap
The approach described in the permt nmakes use of a site specific em ssion
factor -- developed through testing -- that when nmultiplied against the actua
production rate gives “estimated actual” em ssions. However, given the
uncertainty in raw material quality, moisture, and ongoi ng control equi pnent
performance, it is unlikely that the em ssion factor approach is suitable to
verify conpliance with the cap. This concern is nmagnified in this case since
the estimated project potential enmissions are at or near the PSD significance
threshol ds. Further, as indicated in the conpany’s Title V application, they
i ndi cate past problens with baghouse performance. Wthout substanti al
“periodic” or “conpliance assurance” type nonitoring of the control device,
this conpliance technique is not recomended.

Huf fy Bicycle, Farm ngton

Huf fy Bicycle was selected for review because their Title V permt
application indicated that Huffy requested tighter VOC PTE limits in their
operating permt than they received in their construction permt. Qur concern
was that Huffy was requesting these tighter limts because they di scovered
that they should have received a PSD pernit with the VOC limts that the
construction permt had.

Permt 0994-002 issued on August 14, 1994 was reviewed. The file
i ndicated that Huffy Bicycle requested a VOC Ilinmt of 240 tons per year
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instead of the 249 tons per year limt in the construction permt to create a
buffer for small mscell aneous VOC em ssions not accounted for in their
construction permt.

| Gl Explosives USA, Inc., Joplin

Cover Sheet, Item 19: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

The project involves the replacenent of an ethylene diamne dinitrate batch
reactor. A letter fromthe source dated 2/29/00 projects a max potentia
em ssion rate of 30.8 ton per year @8760 hrs/yr. There’'s no indication in
the file that DNR checked the estimate.

DNR' s letter to the source, dated 3/20/00, states the new unit will have the
same design capacity of the replaced reactor, operation of the new reactor
wi Il not increase production capacity, it will not cause an em ssion increase
and the PTE for the new unit is less than the significant |level for VOC
Verification of like-kind replacenent will be verified during a routine

i nspection. The letter also states that NSPS “may” apply to the new unit.

Cover Sheet, Item 20: “No permit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of two 5000 gallon fixed roof tanks to
contai n wastewat er having ammonia or nitrates. The tanks stored nitric acid
and will be used to store wastewater.

DNR s letter to the source, dated 7/19/99, states no permt is needed in that
usage is not expected to increase em ssions.

Cover Sheet, ltem 21: Construction Permt

The project involves the replacenent of a manual packagi ng systemw th a new
aut omat ed ANFO packagi ng system The permt package sets forth PMy, em ssion
estimates for the new and replaced systens of 6.31 tons per year [based on
source-supplied enission factor and control efficiency information] and 3.5
tons per year, respectively. There's no indication in the file that DNR
checked the information or estimates.

The permt, dated 1/27/98, states that HAPs are not expected, none of the
NSPS/ NESHAP regul ati ons apply to the proposed nodification, the potential to
emt for the newunit is 2.81 ton per year, PM, and the existing facility is
maj or based on actual emn ssions.

CGener al Conment

One maj or inpression | devel oped after review of the first two files is that
DNR s permits, review of application docunents, formatting, etc., are
standardi zed and as such, an observation that applies to one file generally
applied to all files. For exanple, all permts have a section which address
NSPS/ NESHAP applicability. An observation that a particular file does not
contai n adequate docunentation regardi ng NSPS applicability decision making,
justification of the need for a 12-nonth limt, etc., can generally be safely
extended to all other files. During my review of files | ignored [and did not
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make note of] simlarities and searched for exceptions to the standard
practice usually to no avail.

Integram - St. Louis Seating, Pacific

Integram permits reviewed i ncluded an Intermedi ate Qperating Permt
OP1999055 and construction permt 1096-010 i ssued on Cctober 15, 1996.

The construction permt was for a 4'" production carousel which |Integram
built before applying for the construction permt. Integramwas a major
source for VOC located in an ozone nonattai nment area at the time the 4th
producti on carousel was built. The PTE for VOC s before this project was 127
tons per year. The project had a PTE 42 tons per year of VOC. MDNR limted
the source’s PTE to 99.9 tons per year of VOC. A Cean Air Act Part D permt
was not required and their was no control technology review The PTE limt
was a bl anket emissions cap of 99.9 tons in any consecutive 12-nonth peri od.
The permt included forns the source could use to calculate and track VOC
em ssions for the spot repair glue. The permt also had exanple tracking
forms for VOC em ssions fromthe nold rel ease, touch-up spray paint, and spot
cleaning.. The nold release enmissions are the largest for this source with
potential emissions of 165.6 tons per year of VOC. The exanple forns all
requi red em ssions to be tracked nonthly instead of daily. These fornms were
not included in the Internmediate permt.

The Internediate permt limts HAP em ssions to 10/25 tons per year.
The HAP limt could be interpreted as a calendar year limt. The permt says
that HAPS will be tracked nonthly based on purchase records. The Internediate
permt does not specify how the HAP em ssions are to be cal cul at ed.

Mead Products, St. Joseph

Permt Summary...
1992 - 1997 Eight construction pernmts issued
02/ 04/2000 Construction pernmt issued, limting plant w de VOC
and HAP em ssions to |l ess than 40 and 10/ 25 tons per
year, respectively
03/ 28/ 2000 “No operating permt required” approval

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-rel ated questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Permitting Section. NMNR
i ssued eight construction permts to Mead Products from May, 1992 through
June, 1997. O particular interest was a series of three projects approved in
January, March, and May, 1995. At the tine, Mead was classified as a mgjor
stationary source, with potential VOC em ssions over 500 tons per year. The
three projects in 1995 were each individually permitted, with no apparent
review to determine if they were connected.
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The conbi ned enissions fromthe three projects was approximately 57.1
tons per year; well above the PSD significance threshold. Based on a cursory
review of the file, EPA would have likely concluded that the three projects --
i ncluding one installation of 4 presses and anot her of 6 presses -- avoi ded
PSD revi ew because of the way the conpany “packaged” the applications.

This concern was rendered nmoot when the conpany received a plant wide
em ssions cap in February, 2000, Iimting VOC and HAP emi ssions to | ess than
40 and 10/ 25 tons per year, respectively. Shortly thereafter, NMDNR notified
the conpany that their dem ninms enissions potential was sufficient for
limting the conpany out of the need for an operating permt.

As with other permts involving a nmass bal ance cap approach, the permt
could benefit fromnmore specific instructions on how total em ssions are
required to be calculated. The forns attached to the permt generally provide
a good accounting for all HAP and VOCs emtted, but are not specific on how
VOC content is to be deternined and how the mass bal ance cal cul ations are to
be made.

This file may provide sone indication that Title V has side benefits
beyond those originally anticipated. As a result of the conpliance review
conducted for Title V purposes, the source, over a short period of tine, re-
tool ed and re-engi neered nost of its processes and raw materials to get
em ssions bel ow the M ssouri demnims threshol ds.

Nor t heast M ssouri Grain Processors, Macon

Permt Summary...
03/ 09/ 99 Construction permt issued
11/ 09/ 99 Construction permt issued

This permt record was reviewed because it is the first ethanol plant to
construct in Mssouri. Overall, the files reveal ed sone seri ous concerns;
some of which have been resol ved, other which have not.

MDNR i ssued a construction permt for a “greenfield” ethanol plant on
March 9, 1999. The permt was based on a plant design of 15-16 million
gal l ons of denatured ethanol per year, with a by-product of 100 million pounds
per year of dry distillers grain. The permt limts only PM, em ssions from
the DDGS dryer and al so establishes a restriction that anbient concentrations
of PM, not to exceed the 150 ug/ n? NAAQS at the property boundary. The permt
i ncl uded special forns to track the daily anbient inpact based on daily
production throughput to the DDGS dryer. Mire details on the anbient inpact
anal ysis are described below. The permt al so established once-a-day pressure
drop reading for the DDGS baghouse and the fermentati on scrubber to help
verify that the control performance remains high. Qherwi se, no restrictions
or work practices were placed on VOC enissions or VOC fugitives from | eaking
punps, valves, flanges, or conpressors.

NSPS (bservati ons

The permt fact sheet correctly noted that the boiler and tanks woul d be
subj ect to NSPS Subparts Dc and Kb, respectively, but was silent on
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applicability of NSPS Subpart DD, which may apply to the corn storage and
handl i ng equi prent .

The fact sheet also stated that the plant was not subject to NSPS
Subpart WV -- because biofernentati on operations are exenpt -- and that it
woul d not be considered a chenmical processing facility (SIC group 28). No
rationale was found in the file for the latter two clains, which are both
contrary to EPA policy for ethanol plants. Interestingly, on January 28,

1999, the source questioned MONR s statenents in its hand-witten markup of
the draft permit, naking clear that it should be classified under SIC group
28, and thus should be considered a chemical processing facility subject to
PSD at the 100 ton per year threshold. Nevertheless, this change was not nade
to the original construction permt. Both deficiencies were fixed in the
Novenber, 1999, construction pernmt, followi ng consultation with EPA. The
later permt nmade clear that the facility woul d be considered a chem ca
processing facility for PSD purposes — subject to the 100 ton per year nmjor
stationary source threshold — and that NSPS Subpart VW would apply to

bi of erment ati on operations. The conpany acknow edged that it agreed with both
determ nations and woul d conply accordingly.

Enf orceability Cbservations

VOC em ssions fromthe fernentation process account for just under 50%
of the projected VOCs fromthe facility. The conpany estimted the PTE based
on full source operation, but also considered a scrubber efficiency rated at
95.3% effectiveness. Neither the scrubber efficiency nor a controlled VOC
em ssion limtation were included in the permt. Unfortunately, a m ninal
drop of f in scrubber efficiency, on the order of 2% could easily put VOC
em ssions over the PSD najor source threshold, and subject the entire facility
to PSD. In these types of situations -- where enissions are close to the PSD
thresholds -- we believe it is inmportant for the permt to echo the
assunptions used to linmt potential to emt. W also think it is inportant to
verify that the control equi pnent operates as prescribed, both initially and
ongoi ng. The permt probably should have required baseline testing for VOC so
that the required pressure drop nonitor data could be used to verify that the
scrubber continues to operate at or above its baseline perfornance.

APM, limt was set only for the DDGS dryer, but not for other em ssion
units critical to the nodeling, like the grain dryer and hammerm||. The
permt requires pressure drop nmonitoring for all baghouses, but specifies no
procedures for using these data to determne if the particulate matter
assunptions in the application are being net or not. Wthout baseline test
data, for other than the DDGS dryer, it will be nearly inpossible to equate
t he baghouse pressure drop data to any neani ngful conpliance threshold.

Does the later permt supersede the original permt? It appears so,
since the later permit mmcs the first in nearly all instances (except for
additi on of the new equi pnent and certain corrections), but no supersession
| anguage is found either in the permt or review sumary.

Applicability Cbservations

In the original permt application prepared by Northeast Mssouri Gain
t he conpany eval uated the potential to emt for both PMand PM, from al
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listed em ssion points. Enmissions were estimated at 98.5 and 77.4 tons per
year, respectively. Both sets of calculations relied on well docunented

em ssion factors from AP-42 and ot her em ssion factor guidelines. Yet, in the
final permt and review summary, the Permtting Section makes no nention of

PM  This appears to be a critical oversight, since PMem ssions are estimted
to be at or near the major source threshold. Any slight nodification, as part
of the original project, could easily put the source over the major source
applicability threshold, both for PSD and Title V purposes. No explanation is
provi ded on why PM eni ssions were not considered by the Permitting Section as
part of its permt record. W reaffirmthat both the state permt rule and
the federally approved SIP require consideration of PMfor pre-construction
applicability purposes.

There appears to be sone confusion over whether the source nmust apply
for a Part 70 operating permit or whether an internediate operating permt is
adequate. There was correspondence in the file indicating that the source
woul d apply for an Internediate permt. However, based on cal cul ations
performed by MDNR, Northeast M ssouri Gain has a NO PTE for fuel-burning
equi prent in excess of 130 tons per year. This would classify the source as

major for Title V purposes. 1In addition, because the source is classified as
a chem cal processing facility under SIC Group 28, it would also trigger PSD
review. |In some handwitten notes provided by the conpany, Northeast M ssour

Grain noted that it was their intention that MDNR limt the fuel use of the
facility so that NQ  emi ssions would remai n bel ow the 100 ton per year
threshold. Since this limtation was never inposed in the permt, though, it
is doubtful that the facility has been properly limted out of Title V or PSD
The conpany’s pernit application and the corresponding permit and review
sunmary continue to conflict, potentially leading to some enforcenent risk in
the future. |If Northeast Corn Growers has not yet submitted a Part 70
application (even though not yet required), we recommend that the Permtting
Section contact the conpany to resolve this conflict before it becones an
enforcenent problem W also recommend that the permt be revised to
appropriately reflect the fuel restrictions needed to keep NQ, eni ssions bel ow
the maj or source threshold, or that Northeast M ssouri Gain obtain a PSD
permt.

Overall, we have concerns about the true objective of this project. In
the original permt application, the conpany estimated the capacity of the
plant at 15-16 mllion gallons denatured ethanol per year. Follow ng
conversion of one beer well to a fernmentation unit and installation of a new
beer well, the conpany recently restated the capacity of the plant as 18-19
mllion gallons per year. This latest revision was apparently acconpani ed by
no correspondi ng i ncrease in em ssions; either fromthe new equi pment or from
downstream and upstream equi prent. G ven the 20% i ncrease in capacity from
original application to the |latest revision, this seens unlikely. Potential
to emt estimates already suggest that the plant may be major for NQ, wthout
appropriate restrictions. Qher pollutants, |like PM, and VOC, are al so very
close to the PSD threshold. Any additional projects to enhance the production
capacity of the plant could easily put themover the top. W may investigate
further to determne if any capacity-building or debottl enecking projects
shoul d have been considered as part of the original plant design. W wll
al so nmonitor conpliance with the conpany’ s assunptions used in the permt
application and the corresponding permts to assure that the conpany conti nues
to operate as originally projected. |If conpliance problens arise, such that
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the maj or source threshol ds are exceeded, then sonme type of PSD enforcenent
action is inevitable.

Anbi ent Mbdel i ng Qbservati ons

The applicant perfornmed a detail ed anbient inpact analysis for PM,.
The revi ew apparently showed the potential for significant inpact fromthe
grain dryer (EU0030) and as a consequence the state inposed special limts in
the permt to assure that this em ssion point, along with other points at the
source, woul d not exceed the NAAQS for PMy,. Condition 1. A requires the
source to keep daily records of “estimated” inpact through the use of a mass
bal ance cal cul ation, by multiplying grain throughput by a special nodeling
factor and adding to the predicted PMy, concentration for all other equipnent.
Conbi ned, this calculation nust show that the 150 ug/n? standard is protected

each day. |In essence, this approach limts the daily grain drying throughput
to 608 tons of grain per day, rather than the 874 ton per day potential of the
equi prent. Overall, though, this approach appears to have nmany flaws...

. The hourly em ssion factor used for the dryer in the SCREEN 3

nodel i ng appears to have been “proportionally flattened” to an
annual average; based on a projected nunber of operating hours of
2,308- 3,000 hours per year. As a consequence, nodel ed em ssions
fromthis “critical” unit are likely underestinated by a factor of
t hree.

. The screeni ng nodeling performed, and the subsequent anbient-
based, surrogate production limt in the permt, do not appear to
have consi dered the PM, background concentration in and around
the source. Data for Mnroe County, not far from Macon County,
shows daily maxi mum background concentrations of 33 to 54 ug/n?.
Sonme representative background concentration shoul d have been
accounted for when allowing a source to enmit up to the NAAQS

. The nodel i ng appears to have focused only on the NAAQS, with
little or no attention to increnent. The dass Il PM, i ncrenent
for this area is 30 ug/nf, assumi ng that the baseline has been
triggered. The new plant, though, projects an overall inpact of
over 113 ug/n¥; or nearly four tinmes the increment. Wile not a
PSD source (although this is also of question as described above),
it seenms reasonable that if screening nodeling predicts
concentrations well above the increnent |evel then refined
nodel i ng shoul d have been perforned. Refined nodeling may have
shown | essor inpacts, but it is doubtful that it would show such a
significant reduction that the inmpacts would fall bel ow the
allotted increnment. This suggests that tighter PM, em ssion
[imtations would have |ikely been required; in particular for the
grain dryer, DDGS dryer, and the hamerm || and belt scale.

. Unl i ke other PM, em ssion points which were nodel ed based on AP-
42 factors, the DDGS dryer [EU026] was nodel ed using a
“conservative” process weight rate em ssion factor. The permt
establ i shes the process weight rate as the enforceable PM, limt
for the DDGS dryer, so this is the proper input to the nodel.
Based on the results of the screening nodeling, though, this unit
has the highest inpact of all emission units and -- alone -- is
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predicted to exceed PM, i ncrenment |evels. Based on the increnent
concerns expressed above, it is likely that the permt should have
specified a much lower emssion limtation for this unit.

. O her “critical” units, including the grain dryer and the
hanmerm ||, are of concern as well since they were nodel ed based
on controlled AP-42 factors. These factors, while not useful for
conpliance purposes, are likely to be sonmewhat representative of
average actual em ssions fromthis type of equipnment. The
nodel i ng shows that these units, too, are very close to the
increment level. Conbined, they are well over. Therefore, it
appears that controls would have to performsubstantially better
than those used on a simlar AP-42 unit.

. The screeni ng nodel i ng does not appear to have considered fugitive
em ssions from haul roads. Gven the short stacks of nuch of the
equi prent, it is possible that overl apping inmpacts fromroad dust
and process equi pnent may even further aggravate conformance with
the increment.

Overall, it appears that the “conservative” screening nodeling perfornmed
by Northeast Grain Processors may not be protective of either the PM, NAAQS
or the increnent. \Whether ultimately found to be a PSD source or not, we
bel i eve that increnent consunption should be eval uated where screening
nmodel ing (and likely refined nodeling) indicate a substantial |ikelihood of
problenms. W continue to support the Permtting Section's use of screening
nodel i ng for these kinds of projects and understand the resource concerns
associated with refined nodeling. However, in this case we recommend that the
Permitting Section re-evaluate the nodeling and nodify the permt, if
necessary, to assure that critical PMy, emtting units are properly limted to
avoi d any nodel ed exceedance of the NAAQS and increnent.

112(qg) Qoservations

It wasn’t clear fromour review whether the Permtting Section
consi dered the 112(g) [or 10 CSR 10-6.060(9)] inplications for this new
et hanol production facility. The permt fact sheet indicates that “HAP
em ssions are not expected fromthe proposed equi prment”, but other information
in the permt record indicates that such facilities may emt nethanol and
hexane, both |isted HAPs. Test data, included in the permt record, for a
simlar facility in Mnnesota indicated that nethanol em ssions may be
present. The source application also notes that hexane nay al so be emtted
fromthe bio-digester. Since the facility was constructed after the 112(g)
applicability dates, it would have been worthwhile to see an applicability or
nonapplicability analysis specific to the equi pment being installed. Absent
this showing, it is uncertain whether 112(g) applies or not.

Speci fi ¢ Recommendati ons

. We recommend that the Permtting Section followup on the question of
NSPS Subpart DD applicability for the corn storage and handling
equi prrent .
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. We recommend that the Permitting Section follow up with Northeast
M ssouri Grain to determ ne whether HAP | evels should be controlled
under 112(gQ).

. We recommend that the Permitting Section re-evaluate the nodeling and
nmodi fy the permt, if necessary, to assure that critical PMy emtting
units are properly limted to avoid any nodel ed exceedance of the NAAQS
and i ncrenent.

. We recommend that the Permitting Section resolve the PSD and Title V
applicability concerns by reopening the permt to:

- clarify restrictions on fuel use (NQ)and particulate matter
(specifically PM em ssions

- establish testing requirenents for all equipnment with a
potential to emt that accounts for 25%or nore of the
potential to emt of the facility (e.g. PM PM, NQ, and
VOC for the DDGS Dryer, NQ, for the Boiler, and VOC for the
Ferment ati on Scrubber) to provide baseline conmparison to
control equi pment operating paraneters. Wthout such
testing, the nmeasurenments taken fromthe control equi pment
are |likely not neaningful for conpliance certification
pur poses.

OMC Al umi num Boat G oup, Inc., Lebanon

Permt Summary...

05/ 09/ 97 Title V permt application filed
09/ 22/ 97 Construction permt issued
12/ 03/ 98 Title V permt issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Pernmitting Section. The
original Title V application described the installation of a spray booth in
1989, but nade no nention of the construction permit for this project. The
Title V application al so noted that the conpany was seeking a plant w de cap
tolimt its VOC enmissions to bel ow 250 tons per year

The file revealed that the Permtting Section issued an “after the fact”
preconstruction permt to the facility limting its plant wide em ssions to
| ess than 249 tons per year. This cap applied to all equipnment at the
installation. Since overall criteria emssions were limted to | ess than
maj or source status, no further review was done on the original paint booth
installed in 1989. The cap seened to resolve the question raised during the
Title V permt application review.

The Title V permt properly incorporated the cap limts for both VOC and
HAPs. Both the pre-construction and operating permts included detail ed mass
bal ance record keeping fornms to assist in the accounting of VOCs and HAPs.
VWile the forns were conprehensive, neither the construction or operating
permits specified the details for making the nmass bal ance cal cul ations. Nor
did either pernmt specify how the various eni ssions factors for coatings and
solvents were to be determined. For exanple, it was not clear fromthe permt
whet her the conpany was allowed to receive any credit for off-site waste
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di sposal of its VOC or HAP materials. It would have been very hel pful to see
an explicit equation, along with a description of each term or a detailed
expl anati on of the methodol ogy to be used to make the VOC and HAP

cal cul ati ons.

The file contained the results of anbient screening nodeling for six
HAPs performed by the Permitting Section. Mddeling results indicated that the
concentration of HAPs would be below the Permtting Section’s action |evel of
10 times the anbient air |evel (AAL).

O sul l'ivan, Lamar

Cover Sheet, Item 17: “No pernmit required’” decision

Project involves the installation of a routing unit. The applicant set forth
the following: 294 bd ft/hr, an em ssion factor of 0.1324 [b/1000 bd ft and a
control efficiency of 99.35% DNR applied an em ssion factor 0.315 | b/1000 bd
ft and estinmated potential em ssions not considering control equipnent as 0.09
b PMg/ hr.

DNR s letter to the source, dated 5/03/00, cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(3)(A) states
no permt is needed in that at the max hourly design rate of 294 bd ft/hr, the
potential em ssion rate is less than the exenpt rate of 0.50 |b/hr.

Cover Sheet, ltem 18: Construction Permt

Project involves the installation of a | am nating machi ne at an exi sting wood
furniture plant. To its credit, DNR informed the source in a letter dated
7/20/99 that MHDR [i.e., max hourly design rate] may not be determ ned using
annual through put data; DNR suggested that the equi pnment’s manufacturer be
contacted for the machine’s MHDR  DNR needed the MHDR for PTE purposes. The
nmachi ne repl aced an existing machine; it doesn't appear DNR treated this
change as a |like-kind replacenment. HAPs were addressed by DNR with the

concl usion that MACT JJ would not apply to the source in that the source is
not a major HAP source. The source stated in a letter dated 4/23/99 that the
new nachine will have a hi gher production rate [205,705 gal resin/__] than the
unit to be replaced [80,404 gal resin/__] but that the resin to be used in the
new nachine will have a | ower VOC and fornmal dehyde content than that used in
the to be replaced unit. The file does not indicate that the source was asked
if the new unit would be able to process the resin previously used or a higher
VOC content resin; also, the permt does not restrict the characteristics of
the resin to be used. Thus, the source’'s PTE [4.96 TPY] estinmate for the new
unit is questionable but this may be a noot point in that the source appears
to be a nonmgjor source. DNR s “Review of Application” docunment says the
application’'s enmissions will be 11.38 TPY which differs fromthe source’s
estimate of 4.96 TPY. The file is not clear as to how the 11.38 TPY estimate
was derived. Application of a revised MHDR [53.91 vs 34.3] doesn’t account
for the difference in the projected annual em ssion increase estinates.

The permt issued on Sept 20, 1999, contains a standard condition not
previously notice by the auditor. The 1%t sentence of the condition states
that the specifications/conditions listed in the application, the permt and
the project review docunent are incorporated as part of the permt. However,
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the 2" sentence of the condition may restrict the applicability of the entire
condition to the specifications/conditions directly related to contro
equipment. If so, then the other specifications in the application [e.qg.
relating to paint VOC content, production rate, etc.] may not be incorporated
into the permit if that’s DNRs intent. The pernt package cites NSPS
nonapplicability; the file is not clear as to who at DNR nade t hat

det ermi nati on.

Aletter dated 7/21/99 to the source allows constructions activity prior to
permt issuance. It basically states that if PSD or NSR Part D reviewis

| ater determined to apply the conmpany may be subject to “EPA’ enforcenent
action. The reason the enforcenent burden is placed only on EPA is not clear;
the statenent if a standard statenent used by DNR should be revised to place
enforcenent action priority on DNR rather than on EPA

Partridge Sand and Gravel, Reed Springs

Cover Sheet, ltem 22: Construction Permt

NOTE: Only the construction permit was reviewed for purposes of
assessi ng the adequacy of permt conditions/discussions.
The permt was randomy picked fromthe nost current
not ebook of construction permts across from Raynond’ s
of fice.

Fi ndi ngs/ suggesti ons/ questi ons fol | ow

The permt [072000-004], issued 3/29/00, approves a new plant with a washi ng
rate of 75 TPH

The cover page approves construction of the source “under the authority of
RSMb 643 and the Federal Cean Air Act”. Wat authority has been granted

M ssouri, or any state, by the federal CAA? Rather than specifying CAA
authority, why not cite “under authority granted by the EPA and of RSMb 643" 7?

Regardi ng Standard Condition 1, a deadline has not been specified for the
notification of failure to begin construction within two yrs of the effective
date of the pernmt; the same comment applies regardi ng suspensi ons greater
than one year. As witten, the second sentence’s intent will be difficult to
enforce in that the deadline for each notification is not specified.

Regardi ng Standard Condition 4, why isn’'t the application [and ot her
associ at ed docunents] al so nentioned if those docunments nmay contain
provi si ons/ proposal s/etc., intended to be enforceabl e by DNR?

Regardi ng Standard Condition 6, what if the nentioned docunments contain
conflicting information [e.g., control efficiency, EF] ... which applies
and/ or nust be net if/when the permt does not specifically address the
matter? Maybe include a statenment that the nost stringent of the conflicting
itens applies until DNR fornmally resolves the matter.
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Regarding Site Specific Conditions 1.B.1 and 2, they are not equival ent.
VWat's the basis for this non-equival ence? Based on a 24 hr/day operating
schedul e [which the permt allows], the per 4 hour water application rate
shoul d be 26 gallons rather than 21 gallons to equate a quarter inch daily
rain fall over a 1000 sq feet area.

Regarding Site Specific Condition 1.C 1, the frequency of the haul road
surface area estimating is not specified; as such, the provision is not
enforceable froma practical standpoint. Maybe require a new estimte each
ti me the unpaved haul road configurati on changes.

WIIl there be no emi ssions off the paved haul roads at the site? If no such
roads, the permt is silent as to what will be required [e.g., permt re-
openi ng] if/when unpaved roads are paved.

Regarding Site Specific Condition 1.C why not also require reporting or
hi ghl i ghting sections of roads which were not wetted per the conditions of the
permt?

Regardi ng the “Em ssions/ Controls Eval uati on” section of the “Review of
Application” docunment attached to the permit, DNR s use of AP-42 em ssion
factors has not been justified for this particular source. |If justified, each
em ssion factor “rating” should be specified for informational purposes.

Regar di ng paragraphs 2 and 3 of the "Em ssions/Controls Eval uation” section of
the “Review of Application” docunent attached to the pernmt, nmany assunptions
are nentioned which have not been justified as applicable for this particul ar
source. As such, the PTE estimates given for the source are questionabl e.

The permt package nentions Partridge Sand & Gravel many tinmes. The pernit is
silent regarding transfer of ownership of the source. WII| the new owner need
to get a new permt for the source? WII| the requirenents of the permt
automatically transfer to the new owner? WII| proposals made in the
application by Partridge still be binding on the new owner if the permt does
not specifically inpose the proposal s?

The “Anbient Air Quality Inmpact Analysis” of the “Review of Application”
docunment states a nonographed nodel ed i npact estinmate of 149.95 ug/nf for PM,
agai nst the 24-hr NAAQS of 150 ug/n¥. The estimate does not appear to include
a background concentration; if so, it appears the source will cause or
contribute to a violation of the PMy NAAQS. DNR approved the project. Wy
wasn't nore conpl ex nodeling studies required? The inpact estinate appears to
rely in part on 99% and 90% effectiveness control regarding, respectively, the
wash system and haul roads.

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany, Portageville

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany was selected to review because their Title V
permt application indicated that they had built several paint spray booths
wi t hout construction pernmits. Plastene also requested to use TVEE Met hod 2
for periodic nmonitoring for opacity. W wanted to make sure that this nethod
was not used in the operating permt.
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A review of the operating pernmt file showed that TVEE Method 2 was not
used for opacity periodic nonitoring. A requirement for equipnent to be
| abel ed in construction permt 1298-009 was not included in the operating
permt.

Pl ast ene received construction permt nunmber 1298-009 dated Novenber 12,
1998 for four “as built” paint booths. These booths were installed in 1986.
MONR fined Plastene $50,000 in a 1999 settlenment agreement with Pl astene for
this violation. Plastene is an existing major source with actual VOC
em ssions greater than 250 tons per year. The construction permt included
the foll owi ng special condition

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany shall not discharge into the atnosphere fromthe
four (4) spray booths using HVLP spray guns VOC s in excess of 40 tons
i n any consecutive 12-nonth period.

To avoid PSD, the limt should have kept the em ssions bel ow 40 tons instead
of equal to 40 tons. The permt required nonthly records and did not specify
how to get the VOC content of coatings. HAP em ssions were nodeled for this
construction permt. The permt also created a HAP Iimt. The HAP limt also
requi red monthly records and did not specify how the HAP content of the
coating shoul d be determ ned.

Construction permt 1198-008 issued on Septenber 18, 1998 for a new 10.5
mBt u per hour boiler correctly stated that the boiler is subject to 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart Dc.

TG (USA) Corporation, Perryville

TG was selected for review because of its |arge change in em ssions
reported to the Toxics Release Inventory. TG has been issued six construction
permts in a relative short period of time. TGis a major source for PSD wth
potential VOC em ssions greater than 250 tons per year

Proj ect Sunmary
Date Applied for Date Permt VOC PTE
Perm t | ssued

1 11/ 14/ 94 4/ 25/ 95 0.4
2 9/ 5/ 95 12/ 20/ 95 29.5
3 11/ 22/ 95 2/ 28/ 96 1.2
4 4/ 22/ 96 7/ 19/ 96 8

5 11/ 6/ 97 1/ 29/ 98 12.6
6 6/24/98 “As Built” 9/ 3/ 98 9.3

Each of these projects had a potential to emt less than the significance

t hreshol d. However, these projects were permitted within a short period of
time fromeach other. W are concerned about sources splitting projects into
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multiple permts so that they appear to not be significant. W recomrend that
sources that submit multiple permt applications over a short period of tine,
as in the case here, be | ooked at to make sure they are not trying to avoid
PSD or NSR with shampermits. W did not have tine to review these projects
to determne if PSD should have applied in this case. Also, it was hard to
tell fromthe application where the em ssion factors came from Furthernore,
sone of the annual em ssion rates reported in the review summary di d not equa
the product of the hourly rate and the nunber of hours the source planned to
operate. W were not able to determine fromthe files why a | ower annual rate
was used in the review sunmary.

The construction permts issued in 1998 state that 40 CFR Part 63
Subpart T does not apply to the degreasers. These degreasers use Aktrel
Solvent but it was unclear fromthe file what this solvent is conposed of.
Therefore, we could not confirmthat this applicability determnation is
correct.

Teva Pharmaceutical s USA, Mexico

Teva Pharnmaceuticals was selected for revi ew because of its |arge change
in emssions reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory. Construction permt
files for two pernmits/projects were revi ened.

Proj ect nunber 007-0040-013 was for the installation of tw reactors and
one bul k storage tank to manufacture bis-trimethylsilylurea (BSU)
Construction permt 0198-024 was issued for this project. This was a
nodi fication to an existing source. Material fromthe two new reactors are
used in the “Cephal osporin-G process. The file referred to the
“Cephal osporin-G' process as being new. There was no indication in the file
that this project was considered as part of the “Cephal osporin-G process
project. The permt did require Teva to test to quantify the VOC fromthe BSU
rectors. Since there was not VOC limt in the pernmt it appeared that the
test was to verify informati on supplied by Teva in the application on the
em ssions fromthe reactor. The estimated VOC em ssions fromthis project is
0.0134 tons per year

Proj ect nunber 007-0040-014 was for an anoxicillin trihydrate
manufacturing facility. Al the equipnment for this project was transferred
from Teva’s New Jersey manufacturing site. Construction permt 0198-034 was
i ssued for this project on January 20, 1998. The review summary says that
Teva is subject to 40 CFR Part 63 Subparts Hand | but the file did not say if
the source is major for HAPS. The pernmit requires the use of a carbon
absorption systemwi th a breakthrough nonitor. The pernmt requires the carbon
adsorption systemto be maintained to mnimze excess em ssions and defines
excess em ssions and detecting a breakthrough. The pernmit also requires
annual verification of control efficiency but the permt does not specify what
efficiency is required. The permt may have intended Teva to verify the
control efficiency specified in the pernmt application but the permt
application is not specific on the averaging tine of the control efficiency.
The revi ew sunmary stated that tanks T-008, T-010, and T-014 are subject to 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart Kb. However, there was no information in the file on when
these tanks were built. It was not clear that these tanks are subject to Kb
since the tanks were being noved from New Jersey.
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Tracker Marine Bolivar Plant, Bolivar

Tracker Marine was sel ected for review because of its |large change in
em ssions reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory. Permt 0599-006 i ssued on
April 23, 1999 was reviewed. This permt was for an “as built” paint boot h.
This source is not in a nonattainment area.

This permt referenced permt 1196-010 whi ch was issued in Novenber of
1996. This permit was also an “as built” and limts Tracker’s facility wide
VOC emi ssions to 40 tons in any consecutive 12-nonth period. The 1999
construction permt file says that permt 1190-010's 40 ton VOC cap was
changed in an operating permt to a 100 ton per year limt. There is no
record in the file for permt 1196-010 that it has been changed. Al so, no
operating permt has been issued to Tracker. It is not clear if permt 0599-
006 revises the VOC limt.

Tracker also has Iimts on HAPS to keep Tracker a m nor source for HAPS.
It appeared that MDNR considered 112(g) when this project was reviewed and
cal cul ated a HAP PTE of just over 25 tons of HAPs per year. NMDNR correctly
determ ned that the source is not subject to 112(g) since the source has
facility wide HAP imts to keep the source mnor. However, MR has
di scovered that Tracker has violated its HAP linmits. Therefore, Tracker has
now applied for a Part 70 permt. The Part 70 application incorrectly says
that currently there are no plant wide pernmt conditions and the permt does

not propose any plant wide permt conditions. It appears that Tracker nust
either get a 112(g) permt or limt the new paint booths to | ess than the
maj or source threshold since they will be a major source for HAPS.

It was not clear where the em ssion factors for NQ,  and PM, cane from

Townsend Sunmit (formerly AT&T), Lees Sunmit

Cover Sheet, Item5: I nternediate Operating Permt

Standard permt; as such, standard comments.

Uni | ever Home Personal Care, Jefferson City

Unilever’s Internmedi ate operating permt issued on June 1, 1999 was
reviewed. This permt limted SO em ssions to 95 tons in any 12 nonth
period. SO, emissions at this source is fromthe conbustion of oil. The
permt requires Unilever to analyze the fuel oil on an annual basis for the
percent sulfur. The permt does not specify what nmethod to use to anal yze the
oil. There is no requirenent for the source to install a fuel meter so the
amount of fuel used can be determ ned.

Al so construction pernmt 1100-0009-007 issued on August 16, 1996 was
reviewed. This permt was for a line to manufacture Dentifrice toothpaste.
This was an “as built” permt. NMNR issued Unilever a NOV on Novenber 4,
1994. Unilever’s SIC code is 2844 and is not |located in a nonattai nment area.
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The existing source had a PTE 113 tons per year of SO, maki ng the source najor
for PSD. This construction project had a potential to emt 67 tons of VOC per
year. It appears that Unilever’s SO PTE should have been limted in this
construction permt to keep the source out of PSD.

Vandal i a Power Plant, Vandalia

Vandal ia Power Plant’s Intermedi ate operating permt was reviewed. This
was a sinple permit with nothing noteworthy discovered.

Waterl oo I ndustries, Inc., Sedalia

Were EP26 and EP28, apparently nentioned in the source’s Title V permt
[and/ or application], installed w o proper construction permts.

Cover Sheet, ltem 2:

A construction permt for em ssion points 15-18, 33 as well as em ssion points
26 and 28 [consisting of 42 natural gas fired infrared heaters] was issued on
7/17/99. The projected PTEs for the various criteria pollutants are each | ess
than 1.6 TON PER YEAR. The permt package contains an anbi ent inpact analysis

Anmbi ent | nmpact Anal yses: According to Refaat, anbient inpact anal yses
are required by state rule. The em ssions increase threshold are the
significant increase thresholds for criteria pollutants; the Permtting
Section is devel oping thresholds for HAPs. Each portable is apparently
subj ected to an anbi ent inpact analysis [apparently because of their
changi ng surroundi ng situation].

A construction permt for an EDP coating tank and a bake oven was issued by
DNR on Aug 1, 1997. The permt and an attached docunent entitled “Revi ew of
Application for Authority to Construct and Qperate” which constitute the
permt package contain a review sunmary section, an applicable regul ations
section, a listing of past permts issued to the source section and a project
description section which are typically concise and informative. The permt
notati on systemis somewhat clever if not sinple [e.g., 0897-012 for a permt

i ssued around 8/97]. The permt package al so contains a HAPs eni ssions i npact
analysis. This construction permtting action also set forth a plant-w de VOC
emssion limt of 248.5 tons, 12-nonth rolling allowable. The Iimt basically
subsunes 112.18 tons for em ssion points 3-11 and 136.32 tons for em ssion
points 24-42 [NOTE: | could not determne why the 112.18 tons was tied to

em ssion points 3-11 as opposed to em ssion points 3-9; see the follow ng
paragraph]. The pernmt sets forth a blanket emssion limt as opposed to
restrictions relating to production, solvent content, etc. EPA policy allows
bl anket limts for painting operations if daily, rather than | onger period,
record keeping is required. The file docunent do not indicate that the source
was required to justify its need for a 12-nonth limting period. DNR s
actions regarding these matters are not consistent with EPA policy. The
permit also does not set forth clear provisions regarding applicability of the
12-nonth limt during the initial 12-nonth period.

86



NOTE: Except where ot herw se noted, each deficiency noted above is
common to other permits which have a 12-nonth emi ssion limt.

A construction permt [1294-003] issued on 11/27/94 [and/or 12/02/94?] for new
paint-rel ated systens em ssion points 3-9 establishes a VOC em ssion limt of
112.18 tons. The permt requires a log of monthly VOC emitted and of VOC
emtted on a 12 nonth rolling period. Although inplied, the permt does not
specifically state that the 112 ton VOC limt applies over a 12 nonth rolling
period. The pernit package contains a table which sets forth in easily
understood format the existing source’s PTE [ 143 TPY, VOC], the new

equi pment’s PTE [112 TPY, VOC], the project’s net em ssions increase [88 TPY]
and the revised PTE of the source after the nodification. The permtted

equi prent repl aced equi pment at the source. The permt states that none of
the NSPS or NESHAPs will apply to the facilities; the statenment does not set
forth the basis for the decision. The pernmt package contains an anbient

i npact anal ysi s section (because, as explained by DNR, the PTE increases from
the source will be greater than the de minim I|evel); nodeling was done for
the HAPs but regarding other pollutants, the Permtting Section sinply states
that the inpacts are not expected to adversely affect the anmbient air quality.

A construction permt was issued on Aug 24, 1990, for a mmintenance paint
booth. Emission restrictions were set forth for paint and for thinning
solvent in terns of allowed gallons per year and VOC content. The permt
i nposed nonthly record keepi ng.

Cover Sheet, Item 3: Title V Operating Permt

For paint booths and EDP coating process.

The file contains discussion/correspondence between EPA and DNR and between
EPA and the source regardi ng NSPS/ Dc and Region VI1's reduced record

keepi ng/reporting requirements. EPA/VII granted reduced record keeping
requirenents to the source on Aug 2, 1999. The Title V permt issued by DNR
on 12/30/99 contains those reduced record keepi ng requirenents.

Wl son Trailer Sales, Moberly

Permt Summary...

01/ 17/ 96 MDNR i ssued “No Permit Required” notice

08/ 20/ 98 Conpany notified MDNR that permt required..
based on new esti mates

09/ 02/ 98 MDNR notified company to file construction and
Part 70 applications, along with El Q

01/ 25/ 99 “After the fact” construction pernmt issued

The Wlson Trailer file was randomy selected for review

In early 1996, WIlson Trailer constructed a new facility w thout a
permt. WIson constructed based on a determ nation by MDNR i n January, 1996,
that no construction permt was required because the potential to emt for the
facility was below deminims levels. |In August, 1998, WIlson notified MDNR
that, based on a consultants review, they believed the facility was not
deminims and that a permt was required. The consultant noted that since the
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source had not received a permit with [imts necessary to validate the PTE

cal cul ati ons, the PTE woul d be much higher than originally projected. Shortly
thereafter, MDNR re-evaluated the project and determ ned that a construction
permt should have been required. The state also notified WIlson that they
woul d have to submt a Part 70 operating pernmt application and em ssion

i nventory questionnaire (EIQ.

In January, 1999, MDNR issued an “after the fact” construction permt.
However, the permt contained no restrictions -- other than the standard
conditions -- and no record keeping. The problemw th this approach is that,
absent detailed records, it could be nearly inpossible to verify whether the
source continues to renain bel ow the PSD nmaj or source thresholds. The fina
PTE estinmate [69 TPY VOC and 77.1 TPY HAPs] was prem sed solely on information
listed in the application and essentially relied on a bottleneck in the
trailer production line to limt emssions. Any tinme surface coating is

i nvol ved, there are a lot of assunptions that can be nmade. Interestingly,
none of these inportant limtations — such as “production is limted to two
shifts” or “production is limted to 12 trailers per day” -- were included in

the permt. These assunptions can easily change over tinme; maybe even to the
extent that PSD could be triggered. A better approach in this case would have
been to use an enissions cap sinmlar to that used in other VOC projects. That
way, the conpany nust maintain adequate records and perform a nmass bal ance
calculation to show that they remain bel ow the cap

Even t hough the permt contained a standard condition that the “permt
application is incorporated by reference”, it remains unclear exactly what
this means. W understand MDNR s desire to have sources build and operate the
way they docunent in their application. However, when push conmes to shove,
can the state and EPA real |y distinguish whether the source is in conpliance
with the application or not? |If a source indicates that it will operate two
shifts a day, are they in violation if they only operate one? |f they use
different coatings or different application equiprment -- say with a different
transfer efficiency coefficient —is that a violation? What if the source
doesn’t exceed its original potential to enmt estinmates but nmakes ot her
physi cal changes? It is best not to have this confusion. Therefore, we
reconmend that if major assunptions are used to limt potential to emt, then
t hey should highlighted in the pernmit as enforceabl e conditions.

The state ultimately decided to take no enforcenment response; presumably
because of the equity problemraised by their prior “no permt required”
assurance. Wile this may have been the appropriate decision in this case, we
urge caution that “no permt required” determ nations should not be used to
shield sources fromenforcenent, whether the state concurred with the sources’
erroneous assunptions, or not.

On the plus side, MDNR performed a HAP eval uation for three pollutants.
Al were shown to be below the state’s acceptabl e anbient |evel thresholds.

[ End of Individual Source File Conments]

88



Chapter V

COVPLI ANCE AND ENFORCENMENT
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Section |
| NTRODUCTI ON

Pur pose of the File Review

The purpose of the air enforcenment review was to assure that
air violations are being identified by MONR, that significant
violations are being reported to EPA, and that tinely and
appropriate guidelines for enforcenent are followed. The review
al so included an overall assessnment of the air enforcenent
program based on the recent EPA Region VII decision to resune
reviews of all state nedia prograns.

St af f

The EPA enforcenent review teamincluded Li sa Hanl on, Tony
Petruska, and M ke Bronoski, all representatives of the Ar
Permts and Conpliance Branch. Steve Feeler, Air Enforcenent
Section Chief, was the primary representative for MDNR s air
enforcenment program The Data Managenent review teamincl uded
Earlyne H Il from EPA and N kki Ginshaw from MDNR s
adm ni strative section

Section |1
VETHODOLOGY OF REVI EW

Meeti ng Preparation

Prior to neeting with the State, several elenents were
devel oped to assist in the review A list of source files to be
reviewed was sent to MDNR approximately two weeks prior to the
reviewto allow the State tinme to gather the file information at
one central location. A total of 36 files were reviewed during
the audit. The sites were randonly selected fromthe areas of
jurisdiction of each of the six Regional Ofices (RCs) within the
State. Six source files were reviewed per RO The sources
selected were mainly facilities that were classified as nmgjor
sources which were subject to significant Cean Air Act
requi renments such as NSPS, NESHAP, MACT, or PSD.

The AFS dat abase was used to pull retrievals to assist in
the selection of sources for file review Summary reports from
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t he PC- CEMS dat abase generated by EPA were utilized in the file
revi ew.

Ent rance Meeti ng

Foll owi ng the kick-off neeting with all EPA and NMDNR
personnel, the EPA enforcenent teamnet with Steve Feel er which
all owed the team participating in the review of the enforcenent
programto beconme famliar with the air enforcenent program
overall. To direct the discussion, a |ist of questions (Appendix
1) was supplied to MDNR prior to the neeting. This allowed the
review teamto ask questions and to provide an opportunity for
bot h agencies to exchange i nformation.

File Revi ew

To assist with the file review, a checklist was devel oped by
the EPA. This checklist was filled out for each file revi ewed.
A copy of the checklist is included in Appendix 2. The focus of
the review primarily covered the tinme period starting with
cal endar year 1998 through the date of the review. Pertinent
docunents which were devel oped outside of this tine frane, but
still had a current regul atory inpact on the source, were
included in the review as well. If relevant information was
found during the review, copies of this material were nade and
attached to the checklist.

Exit Meeting

It was communicated to MDNR that the two significant issues
found in regard to review of the air enforcenent programwere the
deficiency of the Inspection Forns and the failure to docunent in
the files followup actions taken. The lack of a penalty policy
was also related to be a noderately significant issue for the
state.

Section |11
OVERVI EW OF ENFORCENMENT PROGRAM

Organi zational Structure

The M ssouri Air Enforcenent Program consists of the central
of fice Enforcenent Section and six Regional Ofices (ROs)
di stributed throughout the state. Al legal support is provided
by the Attorney General’s Ofice (AG). The RO staff is
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conprised of nmulti-nedia inspectors, while the Enforcenent
Section consists of enforcenent officers and stack testers.
There are currently two vacancies in the Enforcenment Section at
APCP, and the allocated nunber of positions appears to be
adequate. Staffing levels of the Regional Ofices are unknown.
The staff person responsible for the AFS conpliance data system
is located in the Adm nistrative Section, rather than the Air
Conpl i ance Secti on.

| nspecti ons

Al'l inspections are perforned by the ROs. Approximtely
1600 i nspections are perforned throughout the state annually.
Al'l major sources in non-attainment areas are inspected annually,
while all other major Title V sources are inspected at |east bi-
annually. Al inspection reports are forwarded to Steve Feel er,
who forwards the enforcenent cases to Abbie Stockett, who | ogs
and distributes the cases within the Enforcenent Section. The
enforcenment officer will proceed wth case devel opnment with input
solicited fromthe inspectors who discovered the violations.

Conpl ai nts

Al'l conplaints are taken by the Regional Ofices. Any
conpl aints received by the Enforcenent Section are forwarded to
the Regional Ofices. The Regional Ofices attenpt to foll ow up
with all conplaints with a few days. Oten, an inspector wl|
send a followup letter to the conplainant with any findings
after a conplaint is investigated.

Enf or cenent Pr ocedur es

Once an inspector identifies a violation, he or she may
issue a Notice of Violation (NOV) or a Notice of Excess Em ssions
(NCEE) at the tine of the inspection. The inspector may al so
i ssue NOVs or NCEEs after returning fromthe field.

Approxi mately 1000 NOVs were issued in 1999, with only 90 of
those H gh Priority Violators (HPVs). Al inspection reports are
directed to Steve Feeler, who determnes if an enforcenent action
IS necessary. Steve directs all enforcenent cases to Abbie
Stockett, who assigns cases to staff on an availability and
expertise basis. Wthout a formal penalty policy, all penalties
are determ ned by Steve based on the gravity of the violation and
experience. Wen the APCP attenpted to set an internal penalty
policy, the ARG struck it down, claimng that a penalty policy
woul d have to go through rule nmaking. Once an NOV or NCEE is

93



i ssued, APCP will frequently send a “Request for Settlenent”
offer letter to the source. This allows APCP to bring the
facility back into conpliance in an expeditious manner. Once a
prelimnary settlenent has been reached, a settlenent agreenent
(as with all routine enforcenent actions) nust be drafted by the
Attorney Ceneral’s Ofice. |If a settlenent cannot be reached, an
enforcenent case is placed on the M ssouri Air Conservation

Comm ssion agenda to authorize referral to the AG which can
significantly delay the resolution of the case.

Section |V
SUMMVARY OF FI NDI NGS

|dentification of Facility Violations

One noteworthy aspect of M ssouri’s enforcenent programis
that all inspection reports and potential violation issues are
directed through Steve Feeler, the Enforcenent Chief. This
provi des good consistency for all enforcenent actions and ensures
that the programruns snoothly. Also, when a RO issues an NOV or
NOEE, a letter usually acconpanies the notice with an expl anati on
of the violation. This helps facilities address the violations
in an expeditious manner. \Wen a violation is found by the RO
and forwarded to Steve, Steve then solicits input fromthe
i nspector discovering the violation to determ ne the extent of
the violation. This information can be inval uable in choosing
t he nost appropriate course of action for a source. The
Enf orcenent Section also utilizes a wide assortnent of tools to
help identify and target inspection candi dates.

One significant deficiency our review found is the
i nadequacy of the inspection reports. These reports indicate
little, if any, detail surrounding the conpliance of a source.
There is no indication of what requirenents a facility nust
adhere to on the inspection fornms, so any potential violations
found nust be hand-written by the inspector in the “Comments”
section of the form It is inpossible to tell if an inspector
has verified all of the permtting and conpliance requirenents
that a facility is obligated to on the inspection form This
| ack of information can greatly reduce the quality and
ef fecti veness of M ssouri’s enforcenent program

MDNR Response
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The regional offices are not under our direct control.
However, we are willing to nodify our inspection report format.
We woul d appreciate a sanple inspection report, if EPA has one
avai |l abl e.

O the 39 files reviewed (Appendi x 3) by the enforcenent
team 5 violations were identified as being potential High
Priority Violators (HPVs). However, since the source
classifications on the inspection reports are not consistent, it
is difficult to determ ne whether these sources are nmj or sources
and thus HPVs. These facilities are:

Briggs & Stratton (Poplar Bluff) - A July, 1997 stack
test exceeded the MACT Subpart Nlimt. A 2/6/98 settlenent
agreenent required conpliance prior to 4/98 retest. No retest is
inthe file. No penalty was assessed and facility was not added
to HPV |ist.

University of Mssouri (Rolla) - A 6/6/00 inspection
identified that this facility was not conplying with the
monitoring requirenents in their Title V Operating Permt, which
had been issued 5/9/00. The nonitoring violations include:
failure to do visible observations beyond property boundary,
failure to perform Methods 9 and 22 on em ssion points, and
failure to keep records.

Lee Jeans (Lebanon) - An NOV was issued for failure to
conply with “Special Condition 1" of permt #0394-002, which
requires the conpany to notify APCP of any change in type or
quantity of waste burned. A prelimnary settlenent was reached
for a penalty of $4,000 and shut down of the incinerators. APCP
requested AGO to prepare the settlenent agreenent on 11/24/ 98,
but no further docunentation is found in the file.

Lee Rowan (Jackson) - Violations of Part 63 Subpart N
(Chromium El ectroplating) for failure to obtain an operating
permt and failure to nake initial notification and neet initial
conpliance dates. A Letter of Warning was sent, but no follow up
docunentation is found in the file.

Rival (Sedalia) - Violations of Part 63 Subpart T
(Vapor Degreasers) for failure to submt initial notification and
conpliance reports. A Part 70 permt was issued by the Permts
Section in March, 2000, but no sem -annual MACT reports are in
the conpliance file. No further foll owup docunentation is found
inthe file.
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MDNR Response

Agree. W are proposing to change our classification system
to be based upon Qperating Permt classification.

Tinmely and Appropri ate Enforcenent Response

One very positive attribute of Mssouri’s enforcenent
programis that M ssouri does not hesitate to take an enforcenent
action against a facility when it is warranted. Al serious
viol ations that our review team found were acted upon by the
Enforcenment Section. Conplaints are addressed in a very tinely
fashion, and often the Regional Ofices wll respond back to a
conplainant with their findings in a letter very quickly.

One hindrance to the programis that when a foll ow up action
is taken, often this action is not docunented in the file. It is
difficult for one to determ ne whether this violation was
properly addressed or what steps were taken by the source or the
State to conclude the issue. Also, any violations that are
permt-related often are not found in the enforcenent files. It
is unclear to the reviewteamif these violations are in the
permt files or sone other files within the program This nmakes
it difficult to determ ne whether the violations have been
properly addressed and mtigated by the facility.

MDNR Response

We believe our docunentation is adequate, but we wll
endeavor to instruct our staff in proper docunentation
techni ques. The problem may not be failure to docunent, but
rather an inadequate filing system There is not file security,
so files may be easily msplaced. This situation will inprove
greatly when all files are noved to the file room

Data and Fil e Managenent

MDNR utilizes several in-house data nanagenent systens, as
well as the national AIRS Facility Subsystem (AFS). MDNR
receives conpliance information fromtheir regional and |oca
agencies’ offices; and is responsible for the data entry into
AFS. Enforcenent data is tracked in the state in-house data
tracking systens very well. This data could easily be
transferred into AFS via a batch process.
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MDNR currently updates conpliance information into AFS
directly, however these normal updates consists of state
i nspections and state NOV information only. This results in
MONR s failure to neet the conpliance national mninum data
requi renent guidelines (see Appendix 4). EPA has been entering
data on behalf of MDNR for HPVs. This may include settl enent
agreenents, NOVs, state inspections, and occasionally addi ng new
sources to AFS. EPA nust rely on the hard copy information
provi ded by the enforcenent section for this data. EPA will
termnate this practice in the future, which will reflect poorly
on MDNR s | ack of enforcenent data in national reporting. MDNR
has indicated an intention to increase the amount of enforcenent
data into AFS, but these steps have not been taken as of the date
of the Program Review.

MDNR Response

W wil enter HPV data and non-HPV data begi nning Oct ober 1.
The Enforcenent and Adm nistrative sections of APCP wi ||l work
together to ensure the conpl eteness of this data.

Al so, our review discovered that actions that are not
associ ated or attached to inspection reports are not being
entered into AFS. The conpliance status is not changed in AFS
when a facility |leaves or returns to conpliance.

MDNR Response

Enforcenent will need to coordinate with the Adm nistrative
Section to address these issues. W w |l develop a procedure to
route the information to the Adm nistrative Section for entry
into AFS.

Overall Assessnment of Air Enforcenent Program

Overall, the Mssouri air enforcenment programis worKking
quite well. MDNR has a strong air enforcenent programthat works
well with the existing procedures in place. MDNR does not
hesitate to take enforcenent actions when warranted, and the
central and the regional offices work well together.

Section V
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VDNR

VDNR

VDNR

RECOMVENDATI ONS

| mprove and enhance the inspection report forns. These
forms do not contain the necessary information to determ ne
whet her all applicable requirenents are being eval uated by
the inspector. W recommend that the forns be nodified to

i nclude greater detail of specific permtting and conpliance
requi renents for each source.

Response

Accept abl e as per previous comment on page 94.

| mprove follow up docunentation in the files. Once an
enforcenment action has been taken against a facility, the
file should contain the evidence of the mtigation action so
that any conpliance officer can be assured that the

vi ol ati on has been addressed and cl osed-out.

Response

Accept abl e as per previous comment on page 95.

| nput conplete data to AFS. All data necessary to neet the
conpliance national m ninum data requirenent guidelines,

i ncluding HPV information, and foll ow up conpliance
informati on, needs to be submtted directly by MONR to AFS.
Response

The Enforcenent Section does not input data into AFS. The

Enf orcenent Section will work with the Adm nistrative Section on

this

i ssue.
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APPENDI X
Entrance I nterview Questions
Fil e Revi ew Checkli st
Program Revi ew Fil e Li st

AFS Conpliance M nimum Data Requirenents
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Entrance I nterview Questions

Goal s of Audit

1. Assure that violations at najor sources are being identified
by the State.

2. Assure that significant violators are being reported to EPA

3. Assure that Tinely and Appropriate enforcenent actions are
bei ng i npl enented by NMDNR

Entrance | nterview Questions

Describe MDNR structure related to clean air act personnel
including the |location of inspectors, conpliance officers, permt
witers, attorneys, stack test observers, air planning personnel,
anbi ent nonitoring personnel.

ldentify, for the previous twelve nonths, the nunber of

i nspections conducted, the nunber of stack tests observed, the
nunber of construction permts issued, the nunber of NOVs issued,
t he nunber of enforcenent actions taken, the penalties assessed
and penalties coll ected.

Describe the APCP filing system Describe the files available to
i nspect ors.

Descri be how sources are sel ected and schedul ed for inspections.

| dentify who receives a copy of inspection reports.

Descri be how i nspections reports are transmtted to conpliance
of ficers.

Descri be how citizen conplaints are handl ed.
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Descri be how t he enforcenent programreceives information
concerning potential violations fromthe permt, anbient
monitoring, Title V, and planni ng prograns.

Descri be ot her nechani sns t hrough which violations may be found
(e.g. self reporting, CEMreports, stack test reports, Title V
certifications, MACT exceedance reports, etc.). Describe how

t hese nechani sns are received and revi ewed by APCP

Descri be how potential violations are identified and by whom

Descri be the legal process for addressing violations and the
tinmeline associated with this process.

Identify the various enforcenent nmechani sns avail able to APCP
(e.g. NOvs, Orders, Settlenent Agreenents, Consent Decrees, etc)

I dentify who drafts and who signs the various enforcenent
actions.

Descri be how penalties are set.

Descri be the rel ationship between APCP, AG and MACC

Identify the various data systens utilized by APCP and the data
entered i nto each.

Descri be what violations are reported to EPA. Describe the
docunentation submtted to EPA in reporting these violations.

Descri be the oversight of |ocal agencies.
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M ssouri Fil e Revi ew Checkli st

Revi ewer: Dat e:

Facility File Reviewed:

Nane:

Addr ess:
Al RS | D

Vi ol ati on Found: Yes No

| nspection Reports

13.

14.

15.

Sel f
16.

17.

Are the applicable regulations listed in the inspection
report (which includes any permt limtations)?

Were excess opacity readi ngs docunented? |f yes, descri be,
i ncludi ng any foll ow up action taken.

Did the report docunent any other violations found during
the inspection? (e.g. constructing without a permt, failure
to meet permt conditions). Include any follow up action

t aken.

Reporting/ Excess Em ssion Reports

For Excess Em ssion Reports (EERs), did the total CEM COM
excess em ssion exceed 5% of the relevant tine covered by
the reporting period? Describe. Wat followup action was
t aken?

Did the file contain other self reporting submttals
docunenting exceedance for a restriction for which the
submttal is required, e.g. MACT sem -annual reports?
Descri be. What followup action was taken?

Performance Tests, G tizen Conplaints, Qhers

18.

Did the file contain a performance test docunenting the
source’s failure to conply with a regulatory limtation?
Descri be. What foll owup action was taken?
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19.

20.

Did the file contain evidence of a violation as a result of
responding to a citizen conplaint? Describe. Wat follow up

action was taken?

Was there any ot her evidence or docunentation of a violation
inthe file? Describe. Wat followup action was taken?
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M ssouri Program Review File List

AIRS ID Source Nane

031- 00031 Lee- Rowan Co.

023-00038 Briggs & Stratton

143- 00053 E. B. Gee Grain Term nal
215- 00003 Thomason Charcoal Conpany
186- 00001 M ssi ssippi Line
187-00048 Huffy Bicycle

051- 00003 Maytag Corp.

159- 00005 Ri val Manufacturing Co.

131- 00006 Lake Orzark Construction

161- 00006 University of Mssouri - Rolla Power Plant
019-00011 Harry S. Truman Menori al

027-00019 ABB Power T & D

145- 00044 Sabreliner Corp.

209- 00007 Tabl e Rock Asphalt

213- 00007 Royal Qak Charcoa
217-00034 M ssouri Public Service
097- 00020 Eagl e-Pi cher Industries
105- 00045 Lee Conpany

047-00031 Northland Ready M x

013-00016 MFA Exchange - Butler

021- 00004 St. Joseph Light & Power - Lake Road Pl ant
147- 00005 Nort hwest M ssouri State University

061- 00014 Farmer’s Stone - Trager

101- 00032 Essex Waste Managenent

121- 00004 Macon Municipal Uilities
117- 00022 Reeds Seed

001- 00003 Truman State University
111- 00006 Bunge Cor poration
007-00013 MFA Fertilizer Pl ant

195- 00009 Tyson Foods I nc.

183- 00130 Bl astco I nc.

183- 00076 CGeneral Modtors-Wentzville
113- 00042 Farners El evator & Supply
219- 00001 Charl eswood Furniture Corp.
071- 00145 Fred Wber Inc.

099- 00014 Dow Chemi cal
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Section |
| NTRODUCTI ON

The asbestos review was conducted on-site with EPA staff
i nterview ng asbestos program staff and conducting file reviews.
A few weeks prior to the programreview visit a questionnaire
(see Appendi x) was provi ded the MDNR asbest os program manager so
t he asbestos staff would be famliar with the information EPA
woul d be aski ng about during the interview phase of the visit.
The information gathered during the programreview pertained to
t he areas of program operation, data managenent, and file review

Section |1
PROGRAM OPERATI ON

Non-notifiers

MDNR i dentifies non-notifiers in several ways. The nost
frequent nmethod occurs when soneone | odges a conplaint wth the
APCP. Field investigators are dispatched to the site and conduct
a field interview and investigation. The APCP receives three to
four conplaints per nonth. The najority of these conplaints are
referred to the appropriate MDONR Regional O fice or |ocal
program The APCP follows up on conplaints referred to MDNR
regi onal offices; however, followup with | ocal programs is
conplicated by the absence of direct line authority. The APCP
endeavors to ensure that all conplaints are investigated.

Al so, during routine field trips, APCP investigators may
observe an activity (denolition, renovation or regular
construction-related activities) at an unexpected | ocation.
Further investigation may uncover an ongoi ng asbestos project or
denolition that was not properly notified.

The APCP encourages “courtesy” notifications for projects
bel ow t he NESHAP t hresholds. When tinme permts, investigators
may visit non-regulated sites to ensure the quantities of
asbestos-containing material (ACM were assessed correctly and
are under the NESHAP t hreshol ds.

Enf orcement Response Policy
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The APCP does not have a set penalty policy. Mssouri Rule
10 CSR 10-6. 230 does include a gravity-based penalty assessnent
matri x which applies generally to any enforcenent actions pursued
by the APCP. EPA recomrends that the APCP devel op an asbestos
denolition/renovation penalty policy. Such a policy would
benefit the regul ated community and would mi nim ze the perception
that penalties are established arbitrarily.

MDNR Response

We do not believe a formal penalty is necessary. Qur
penalties are consistent and fair. As noted in EPA comments, 10
CSR 10-6.230 includes a gravity-based assessnment matrix with a
potential range of penalty anounts.

MDNR does not have a witten policy governing the issuance
of tinmely and appropriate enforcenment actions. However, APCP
managenent and the M ssouri Air Conservation Conm ssion do keep
track of staff progress on case review and enforcenent.

Cvil Penalty Authority

Aut hority to assess civil penalties is contained in the
Revi sed Statutes of M ssouri (RSMb), Section 643. 151,
“Violations, Penalties, Notice — Cvil Action — Ofer of
Settlenment, Method — Disclosure of Confidential |nformation,
Penalty.” The maxi mum penalty assessnent “...cannot exceed
$10, 000 for each violation per day for each day, or part thereof,
the violation continues to occur.”

O her Enf orcenment Renedi es

In accord with 10 CSR 10-6. 230, conference, conciliation and
persuasion (CC & P) is a process (either witten, verbal, or a
conbi nati on of both) used continuously by the APCP staff toward
all eged violators to resolve the alleged violation and devel op a
conpliance plan. Qher enforcenent renedies utilized during CC&P
includes: (1) suspension of all (or part of) a proposed penalty
anmount; (2) site renediation by the alleged violator; (3)
requiring the alleged violator to attend specific training in
order to obtain state asbestos certification; and, (4) in the
case of inproper burial of ACM obtaining a deed restriction that
becones an attachnent to the property deed.

NESHAP Category | nonfriable floor covering
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The APCP agrees with EPA policy with regard to the renoval
of Category 1 nonfriable floor covering. |If the material is in
good condition and proper care is taken during the renoval
process, the renoval is not considered a regulated project. The
APCP has devel oped an informational handout dealing specifically
wi th renmoval of nonfriable asbestos-containing materials, e.g.,
flooring, roofing, and siding materi al s.

Policy Determ nati ons

The APCP mai ntains a copy of the EPA Applicability
Determ nation I ndex. For the nost current information, the APCP
utilizes EPA's OECA Honepage available on the Internet. The APCP
al so maintains a policy notebook with sections dedicated to each
of the programis units, e.g., permtting, enforcenment, and
pl anni ng. The APCP asbestos unit also maintains a policy fol der
specifically for asbestos-rel ated issues.

Section |11
DATA MANAGEMENT

Case tracking

Field inspectors conplete an inspection report for each
NESHAP i nspection conducted. Included with the report, is an
i nvoi ce which assigns a specific invoice nunber to each
i nspection. These invoice nunbers are entered in the database
along with the project information contained in the notification.

In instances where violations are witten, the inspector’s
report, a copy of the NOV and a copy of the inspection report
beconme integral parts of the case file. Any correspondence
and/ or phone conversations with the alleged violator also becone
part of the case file. After a settlenent is reached, the
Attorney Ceneral’s Ofice (AG) is notified and provided a copy
of the case file. The AG drafts and distributes the fornmal
agreenent, which is ultimately signed by all parties involved.
After all signatures are conpleted, a copy of the fully executed
agreenent is returned to Enforcenent for inclusion in the case
file.

Data system

Asbestos-rel ated information (project notifications,
denolition notifications, contractor registration, individual

109



certifications, etc.) are entered in a Paradox database program
The current systemis not conpatible with either the regional
offices or wwth the EPA National Asbestos Registry System ( NARS)
EPA has worked with MDNR to devel op a NARS-conpati bl e data
system but, to date, no discernable progress has been nade. EPA
recomends that a NARS-conpati bl e asbestos data system be

devel oped and i npl enent ed.

MDNR Response

W will continue to work toward this end, but given the | ow
priority of asbestos in Region VII, we lack justification to
elevate its priority level. As to the existing database, we have
not yet seen a need to purge it, since the database is
sufficiently robust to retain all past certification and
regi stration data.

Data on individual certifications and contractor
regi strations has not been purged since MDNR s asbestos prograns
were granted EPA approval (1994). The database al so contains
asbestos project information for the last three years. d der
project data is transferred to floppy di sks and retained
indefinitely.

Section |V

FI LE REVI EW

Backgr ound

As a result of a court decision, Mssouri’s asbestos
deno/reno rule was declared invalid on February 3, 1998, and the
APCP could no |l onger enforce it. Moreover, the APCP could only
enforce the federal asbestos NESHAP as it existed on July 1,

1988. Thus, the APCP could not enforce the nost recent revisions
to the NESHAP (promul gated on Novenber 20, 1990).

Ef fective Novenber 1, 1999, the state’ s asbest os NESHAP
authority was updated to adopt EPA' s 1990 revi sions.

Al though the state could have enforced the pre-1990 NESHAP
bet ween February 3,1998, and October 30, 1999, there was
consi derabl e confusion and consternation given the | egal issues
associated wth the court decision and MDNR s appeal. As a
result, staff was discouraged from seeking penalties with
asbestos enforcenent actions. However, during this tinme period,
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the state referred nunerous NESHAP cases to EPA for Federal
enf orcenent acti on.

Now that the state’s NESHAP authority has been updated and
the court case has been settled, the APCP has begun to re-
invigorate its asbestos enforcenent program During the on-site
visit, the reviewer |earned that several asbestos enforcenent
penalty actions were in progress.

Resul ts

The EPA revi ewer exam ned 22 asbestos case files which had
been cl osed recently, i.e., nost of the violations had occurred
in 1999. (See file review checklists in Appendices to this
Chapter.) None of the enforcenent actions included civil
penalties. The conpl eteness of the docunentation in these files
vari ed considerably. For exanple, of the 22 reports;

10 contai ned conpliance inspection reports;

7 contai ned docunentation as to whether the NESHAP
t hreshol d was net;

14 docunent ed whet her ACM was present (results of
anal ysi s);

9 cont ai ned phot ographs of the deno/reno site;

4 docunent ed whether the ACM was friabl e;

2 contained a chronol ogy of events.

EPA recommends that enforcenent case file docunentation be
inproved to fully support any enforcenent action which m ght be
t aken, and any chal | enges which m ght result.

EPA Response

We believe our docunmentation is adequate, but we will strive
to i nprove.

The Kirksville Osteopathic Coll ege case was of particular
concern. In this case, the anobunt of Category Il ACM sidi nhg was
docunented to be above the NESHAP threshold (160 square feet).
The renoval work practices had caused the ACMto becone friable.
In this instance, there was a substantive violation of the NESHAP
em ssion control requirenents and a potential threat to human
health. NMDNR cl osed the case because a regi stered asbestos
contractor was hired and pronptly cleaned up the friable ACM
debris. EPA believes that a civil penalty action would have been
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appropriate given the gravity of the violation and the potenti al
health risk

The reviewer noticed that considerable staff effort is
expended in enforcing MDNR s asbestos certification program which
pertains to workers, inspectors, supervisors, air sanpling
prof essi onal s, managenent pl anners, and project designers. Wile
this activity is beyond the scope of our review, EPA nonethel ess
commends MDNR for its effort. The state’'s certification program
hel ps to ensure a properly trained and qualified work force and
goes a long way toward mnim zing the potential adverse health
i npacts of asbestos exposure.

EPA woul d like to recognize the efforts of M. Paul Jeffery,
an inspector at the MDNR Jefferson Cty Regional Ofice. 1In
conducting the file review, M. Jeffery' s efforts to docunent
vi ol ati ons and reconmend appropriate enforcenent actions were
apparent in nunerous instances.

MDNR Response

The APCP agrees with the EPA comments concerning M.
Jeffery.

Section V
RECOMVENDATI ONS
. Devel op an asbestos denolition/renovation penalty policy.
MDNR Response
Do not agree as per previous conment on page 108.

. Devel op and i npl ement a NARS-conpati bl e asbestos data
system

MDNR Response
Partially agree as per previous comrent on page 110. Any

fundi ng and techni cal support Region VII m ght be able to provide
woul d be very hel pful in acconplishing this goal.
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. Ensure adequate enforcenent case file docunentation to fully
support any potential enforcenent actions, and any
chal I enges which mght result.

MDNR Response

Agree as per previous conmment on page 111.

APPENDI X - Asbest os
Program Review Criteria

Fil e Revi ew Checkli sts
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Section |

| NTRODUCTI ON

The MDNR i s responsi ble for conducting the anbient air
nmoni t ori ng programthroughout the state of Mssouri. This
programincludes a State and Local Air Mnitoring Station (SLAVS)
network of air nonitors for carbon nonoxide (CO, |ead (Pb),
ozone (Q), particulate matter-10 mcron (PM,), particul ate
matter-2.5 mcron (PM.s) and sul fur dioxide (SG). This network
is designed to neet the EPA siting regulations and is reviewed
annual | y.

All of the nonitors and the | aboratory anal ytical procedures
being utilized in this SLAMS network are EPA designated reference
or equival ent nethods. The standard materials used to calibrate
and audit the nonitoring systens are properly certified and have
the required certification to NI ST reference standards.

The agency's standard operating procedures (SOP's) are in
good order and well witten. MNR s data conpl eteness has
hi storically been good for all pollutants nonitored as have been
the precision and accuracy (P&A) results for their nonitoring.

Section |1

AUDI T

An Air Mnitoring System Audit of the MDNR was conducted on
Novenmber 16 and 17, 1999. The purpose of the audit was to
docunent the agency's conpliance with the EPA anbient air
monitoring regulations. The audit information was obtained from
on-site nonitor performance audits, agency staff interviews, a
review of the nost recent year of data in the EPA Aeronetric
Information and Retrieval System (AIRS), and the agency's
performance in the National Perfornmance Audit Program A copy of
the Air Monitoring System Audit Questionnaire is included in the

Appendi x.

The participants in this audit were:

Nane Agency Nane Agency
Ji m Long VDNR Cheryl Hi ckman VDNR
Cel est e Koon VDNR Ron St ockett VDNR
Terry Row es MDNR Orel Baker SPFLD
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Jim Beers

Bern Johnson

Ri ck Tayl or

Don Gourl ey

Ji m Brunert
Robert Ni | ges
Assem Abdul
Rayna Br oadway
Denni s Scr oeder
Kevi n Thoenen

The full

VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR
VDNR

Car| Barke
Tom W ese
Larry ElIDb
Romero Ger
Huy Tran
Charl es Ke
Lel and G o
M ke Davi s
Thi en Bui
Janes Rege

acknow edged and greatly appreciated.

SPFLD

SL City
ott SL County
oche KCMO

KCMO
nnedy KCMO
ons EPA

EPA

EPA
hr EPA

cooperation and assi stance of these individuals is

One-fourth of the agency’'s nonitoring sites were visited.

Hal f of these sites were chosen using National
Dat a Conpl et eness Report and PARS Report. The

Programresults,
ot her

hal f were random y chosen

Digital pho

Per f or mance Audit

tos of the

surrounding area and nonitoring stations were recorded at each of

the sites. Full

monitor calibrations were audited.

the audited nonitors and the nonitor audit re

Site Location

Charl eston/ Springfield
Charl eston/ Springfield
Mark Twai n State Park
Mark Twai n State Park
Mark Twai n State Park
Mark Twai n State Park
Mark Twai n State Park

El dorado Spri ngs
El dorado Spri ngs
Li berty
Li berty
Li berty
Li berty

St. Joseph Punp Station
St. Joseph Punp Station

St. Joseph Levee
St. Joseph Levee
St. Joseph Museum
St. Joseph Museum
Schuyl ki I | West
Watkins MIIs

Pol | ut ant

G

SO,
SO,
PMop)

0(0

Met . Equi p
PM 5

NG

PM s

NG

Met . Equi p

Gy (p)
)
o(P)

PMo (g
SO,

Met . Equi p
PM 5p)

.5(0)
TSP/ Lead
Oyp)
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site assessnents were conpl eted and sel ected
The followng is a list of

sul ts:

Monit. Audit Results
Excel | ent
Excel | ent
Excel | ent

Satisfactory
Satisfactory
M Sati sfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory

Excel | ent
Satisfactory
Excel | ent
Excel | ent

Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
M Sati sfactory
M Sati sfactory
Satisfactory
Excel | ent



Vatkins Mlls Oy Excel | ent

KCMO Tr oost SG, Satisfactory
KCMO Locust PM, Satisfactory
KCMO Locust PM 5p) Satisfactory
KCMO Locust 500 Satisfactory
KCMO Locust TSP/ Pbp, Satisfactory
KCMO Locust TSP/ Pb g Satisfactory
KCMO Soho CO Excel | ent

KCMO WOF SO, Satisfactory
KCMO WOF NG Satisfactory
KCMO RG Os(p) Excel | ent

KCMO RG Oy Excel | ent

St. Louis Gty Tucker NG Satisfactory
St. Louis Gty Tucker SG, Satisfactory
St. Louis City Tucker Gs(p) Excel | ent

St. Louis City Tucker G Satisfactory
St. Louis City Margaretta PM 5 Satisfactory
St. Louis Co. FloVvalley PM 5 Satisfactory
St. Louis Co. FloVvalley CO Excel | ent

* Indicates primary nonitors
*(o I ndicates collocated nonitors
*(s I ndicates secondary nonitors

The results of the nonitor audits were all satisfactory
or better, with the exception of the PM,; nonitors at St. Joseph
Museum which were marginally satisfactory. The regularly
schedul ed state flow checks perforned follow ng the EPA audits
indicated that the PM,s nonitors were back within the 4% audit
range. Copies of the actual nonitor audits are included in the

Appendi x.

The site assessnments were done as per EPA System Audit
Qui dance and conpared each site to the siting criteria found in
CFR Part 58, Appendix E. The results of these site assessnents
was di scussed at length during the systemaudit. NMDNR agreed to
make all possible inprovenents and corrections identified by the
site assessnents with the hel p and gui dance of EPA, Region 7
air nonitoring staff. The assessnents for each site can be found
in the Appendi x.

Section |11

AUDI T RESULTS
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The technical systens audit focused on the follow ng five
ar eas:
Net wor k Managenent
Field Operations
Laboratory QOperations
Dat a and Dat a Managenent
Qual ity Assurance/ Quality Contro

These areas were thoroughly reviewed onsite and through the
techni cal systens audit form questionnaire. EPA Region 7 found
no maj or deficiencies in any of these areas.

The current anbient air nonitoring network in the state of
M ssouri (i ncludi ng | ocal agencies) includes: eleven CO twenty-
three Pb, twenty-one O;, twenty-six PM, twenty-eight PM s and
twenty-six SO,. A listing of these sites is attached as Appendi x
D. It is reviewed annually to determne if nonitoring |ocations
need to be rel ocated, added or deleted. These nonitors are
adequately maintained during one visit every two weeks to each
nmonitoring | ocation.

All of the nonitors and | aboratory procedures used in the
MDNR networ k have been designated by EPA as approved reference or
equi val ent nmethods for anbient air criteria pollutants. Each of
the standard materials used to calibrate or audit these nonitors
or procedures are properly certified. Wen required, the
standard certifications are traceable to N ST reference
st andar ds.

MDNR has participated, as required, in EPA s national
nmoni tor performance audit program conducting audits of each type
of pollutant nonitor they operate. Wthin the past two years the
results of these audits have been satisfactory. As shown above,
Region 7 conducted several nonitor perfornmance audits as part of
this programaudit. At |east one analyzer for each poll utant
nmoni tored by MDNR was audited by Region 7 . The calibration of
each audited nonitor was satisfactory. Also, the agency's
internal nonitor performance auditing has been done according to
the EPA required schedule. In 1998, the results of these audits
were satisfactory.

The conpleteness of wvalid data from the NMDNR s anbient
nmoni toring network historically has been very good. The quarterly
reports of this data to EPA has al so been tinely. This good record
of data conpleteness continued in 1998, every nonitor in the
network had nore than 75% conplete data for each quarter
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Section |V

COMVENDATI ONS AND RECOMVENDATI ONS

Conmendat i ons

The M ssouri Departnent of Natural Resources, Environnental
Services Program (MONR/ ESP) staff are exceptionally well
trai ned and cogni zant of field sanpling, data processing,
and quality assurance protocols. Al field and | aboratory
docunentation reviewed were well naintained and easily
recoverabl e by MDNR staff.

VMDNR/ ESP has established multiple fail-safe systens to
protect the integrity of the ozone nonitoring data.

Al nonitoring sites that were visited were maintained in
good condition and contained all necessary | og books and
informati on onsite.

MDNR continues to nonitor, collect, and report five mnute
average SO, data even though no NAAQS exi sts.

VMDNR/ ESP uses an i nnovative approach to quality assurance of
their PM,s nonitoring data by renote verification of site
cooperat or performance and el ectronic data revi ew downl oad
through direct nodemlink to their in-field PM s equi pnent.

VMDNR/ ESP nmai nt ai ns i ndependent quality assurance capacity
through their Air Quality Assurance Unit (AQAU). The AQAU
is unique inits ability to effectively coordinate and
performa |large range of nonitoring quality assurance
functions across nultiple state and | ocal program
boundari es.

Recomendat i ons

Revi ew of Precision / Span / Zero (PSZ) docunentation
produced by MDNR/ ESP nonitoring staff do not indicate
performance of a followon verification with either zero or
span gas after nonitoring instrunent adjustnents. Zero and
span adj ustnents nust always be followed by a calibration
after sufficient tinme has been allowed for the analyzer to
fully stabilize. (Reference: Quality Assurance Handbook for
Air Pollution Measurement Systens, Volune |1: Part 1,
Ambient Air Quality Mnitoring Program Quality System

Devel opnent, EPA-454-/R-98-004, August 1998, Section 12.5).
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. The Bios flow calibrators used by Kansas City, MO air
program and the St. Louis Air Pollution program should be
sent in for annual recertification.

. Ensure hourly tenperature | ogs are maintained at al
nmonitoring sites.

. Met eor ol ogi cal equi pnment should be calibrated on a sem -
annual basis.

. VDNR/ ESP/ AQAU mai nt ai ns excel |l ent procedures for
establ i shing an anbient anal yzer’s reporting status based
upon in-field audits. Currently, no corrective action is
recommended if an audited analyzer is within + 15% devi ation
fromany audit point. In nmany cases + 15%deviation w |
cause nonitoring data to be invalidated. Recommend adoption
of tighter control criteria to avoid field data |loss due to
i nval i dati on. A convenient way to acconplish this would be
to require corrective action of any audited nonitor
receiving a “poor” AQA audit rating in accordance with
Section 8.6 of “Standard Operating Procedures Manual for
Environnental Auditing of anbient Air Mnitoring Systens”,
VDNR/ ESP/ AQAU i nt er nal SOP.

. Wrk closely with EPA Region 7 and |ocal agency staff to
address siting criteria concerns contained as Appendi x B.

MDNR Response

Pl ease see comments attached to response letter.
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APPENDI X - Mbni toring
National Air Mnitoring System Audit Questionnaire
Monitor Audit Results
MDONR Site Assessnents

Ambi ent Air Monitoring Network
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